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This thesis started out as a very different project all together, but with the close guidance and 
a great deal of help and time from my supervisor Chris Deacy (to whom I am incredibly 
grateful) it was decided that, in light of the decision at my viva, that the old project was doing 
nothing more than holding my back from accomplishing what I wanted to achieve all along. I 
have therefore UHPRYHG PDQ\ RI WKH GLVWUDFWLQJ LQIOXHQFHV WKDW ZHUH µOHIWRYHU¶ IURP P\
previous tract, and moved forward with what I feel to be a far more productive and 
contributory piece of work to this field of scholarship.    
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This thesis is an in-depth critical analysis of the nature of the science/religion relationship. 
The purpose of this project is to expose the problems associated with the many fallacies related 
to these phenomena, and to evaluate the reasons behind certain perceptions. It outlines the 
damage done through years of misconceiving and misunderstanding the concepts of science 
and religion, and to address what led to such inadequacies in interpretation, emphasizing the 
use of insufficient and archaic methodologies.  A number of the methodological problems that 
will be assessed are the following: Chapter One will focus primarily on the issues related to the 
GHILQLWLRQRIUHOLJLRQDQGZLOOHYDOXDWHKRZWKLVZDVLVDFRQWULEXWLQJIDFWRULQKRZµUHOLJLRQ¶
is received and recognised in the academic community as well as in more popular circles. The 
PDLQHPSKDVLVKHUHZLOOEHRQWKHIDOVHFRQFHSWLRQWKDWµUHOLJLRQ¶LVDVWDJQDQWFRQFHSWUDWKHU
than a dynamic one, and will be examined through an appraisal of its chromatic history. This 
will be followed by an examination of the primarily Christocentric and Western ideologies that 
are endemic to this field of study, and will demonstrate how these beliefs are related to the 
:HVWHUQ FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI µUHOLJLRQ¶ DQG DUH WLHG VWURQJO\ WR WKH VSUHDG RI LPSHULDOLVP
throughout the world. Chapter Two will build on these issues, through highlighting the 
Western conceptualisations of religion and science, especially the erroneous belief that these 
phenomena are universally shared. Similarly evaluated in this chapter will be a number of 
other factors: (1) The subjective approaches taken by some scholars who insist on making 
µVFLHQFH¶VRXQGPRUHOLNHµUHOLJLRQ¶through the use of clever machinations. (2) Related to this 
is the concept of inclusivism, which will call attention to the negative effects that Western 
biases (in academia) have on non-Western practices, mainly denuding them of their cultural 
uniqueness. (3) Furthermore, this chapter will examine the over simplification of complex 
cultural phenomena in academia and will evaluate the inefficacy of certain works in dealing 
with these phenomena. This will be garnished with a critical assessment of this scholarship 
and will gauge how years of misinformation and negligence (within the academy) has led to a 
troubling relationship between science and religion. This will be proceeded by a case-study of 
WKHµVFLHQWLILFPRYHPHQW¶ known as transhumanism as a means to demonstrate the long lasting 
and problematic effects that years of misinterpretation has had on the popular understanding 
of the science/religion phenomena, from at least one perspective. This will be concluded with 
an examination of the future of this evolution. Evidenced here through the use of SF film, is 
how transhumanism, because of its relationship to science and religion and its communion 
with popular transcultural SF ideas, has the potential to become a site for a belief system that 
translates well cross-culturally and incorporates both of these phenomena.   
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Riddles in the Dark: An Introduction  
  
-RKQ+HGOH\%URRNHZULWHVWKDW³WKHUHLVQRVXFKWKLQJDV the relationship between science 
DQGUHOLJLRQ´%URRNH+HSXWVRQH¶V XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKLVµUHODWLRQVKLS¶GRZQWR
the fact that what is believed is nothing more WKDQ³ZKDWGLIIHUHQWFRPPXQLWLHVKDYHPDGHRI
LW LQ D SOHWKRUD RI GLIIHUHQW FRQWH[WV´ ,ELG  %URRNH¶V SUHPLVH LV WKDW the western 
understanding of this relationship is manufactured from a µZDUSHG¶, and in many ways 
anachronistic, interpretations of what happened in the past (and therefore is not concrete in 
itself). IQOLJKWRI%URRNH¶VREVHUYDWLRQs, one objective of this thesis is to set out to examine if 
WKLVµUHODWLRQVKLS¶ is indeed fabricated and whether or not the 21st century understanding of it 
is erroneous. This will be attempted through asking a few relevant questions like: what is the 
modern understanding of this relationship based on? Is it accurate? How are scholars dealing 
with it? Are there methods for doing so effectively and more exactingly? A further function of 
this thesis is to set out to evaluate the evolution of this relationship through Western history 
and to assess where the West has gone wrong in relating these two concepts. Also examined 
will be ways in which these phenomena can be better understood and what the future holds 
for the evolution of science and religion.   
In order to properly come to terms with the science/religion debate and its many associated 
problems, it is imperative that one has some grounding in the deliberations that are currently 
circulating throughout WKHILHOGRIUHOLJLRXVVWXGLHV$VµUHOLJLRQ¶LVRQHRIWKHNH\FRQFHSWXDO
foci in the science/religion debate, one need only to refer to the Bill Nye and Kevin Ham debate 
to get an idea of the role that religion plays in this rather popular discourse, it is therefore 
essential that one have sRPHXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIZKDWLWLVµ6FLHQFH¶LVRIFRXUVHWKHRWKHUDQG
the same should apply to it. This becomes especially relevant when the popular understanding 
of science and religion in the West is to see them as two distinct and separate spheres. For 
instance, this is played out in the works of Richard Dawkins, who although an extreme case, 
sees religion as an anathema in a logically-ordered-scientific world. That said, regardless as to 
the treated separation of science and religion they are subliminally lumped together in a field 
of study that analyses them both together.  Furthermore, as the majority of religion/science 
scholars seem to deal with them both as separate sui generis concepts, two examples that come 
to mind are John Polkinghorne and Ian Barbour, it is important that one possesses a deep 
understanding of what is meant by µscience¶ DQG µUHOLJLRQ¶ WR DYRLG SUREOHPV RI VXFK
generalisations. To elaborate, if one is to write about a subject such as science and religion one 
must have a clear idea as to what he/she is writing about, or at least a clear understanding that 
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the phenomenon known as µUHOLJLRQ¶LVwhat it is believed to be, rather than a contrived idea, 
as is suggested by Brooke.   
All of these questions will be addressed throughout this thesis so that a better understanding 
of this relationship can be realised; especially in relation to Western culture. One of the reasons 
for this emphasis is that this debate, and questions related to science and religion are quite 
virulent in the West and are believed by some scholars like Talal Asad and Daniel Dubuisson 
(to name a few) to be products of Western culture. However, in order to do these assessments 
justice this thesis must first familiarise the reader with methodologies that take both science 
and religion as conjoined concepts into account, as well as those that deal primarily with them 
as separate and individual. This will be achieved throughout the course of this thesis which 
will be divided into three chapters.  
The primary objective of Chapter 2QHLVWRIRFXVRQµUHOLJLRQ¶DQGFRPHWRWHUPVZLWKLWDVD
concept. The popular understanding of religion will be closely examined, and religion as a sui 
generis category will be assessed. Furthermore, better methods for dealing with this 
phenomenon will be considered. This will primarily take the form of understanding religion 
DV D µFXOWXUDO DFWLYLW\¶ UDWKHU WKDQ DQ H[FOXVLYH DQG LVRODWHG concept with its own unique 
characteristics. This in turn will determine whether or not this latter approach is a better one 
to adopt when dealing with the science/religion relationship. To begin this journey however it 
is imperative that the many varying definitions of religion are evaluated. The reason for this is 
that a great deal of the misinterpretations associated with this relationship may be related to, 
not only a flawed understanding of these concepts, but the adoption and tacit acceptance  of 
inaccurate definitions. As far as complications related to the definition of religion are 
concerned, this is something that scholars have been struggling with perennially, and it is still 
prominent in recent scholarship; one only needs to refer to texts written by credible scholars 
like Ian Barbour, John Polkinghorne, Paul Davies, and Arthur Peacocke to recognize the many 
diIILFXOWLHV DVVRFLDWHG ZLWK µSURSHUO\¶ GHILQLQJ UHOLJLRQ, especially in relation to science. A 
theme that resonates throughout these texts is the idea that religion must be linked to a belief 
in a higher power, a distinctly substantive understanding of religion.  
Chapter One will be evaluating the works of a number of scholars who have made their mark 
through dealing with the problems of definition. A few of the scholars that will be looked at 
are:  Fitzgerald (2003); King (1999); Smith (1982; 1998); Dubuisson (2003). It must be noted 
that for the sake of this thesis much of the scholarship that will be focused on was produced 
over the last 20 years or so; one of the only exceptions to this rule is Cantwell Smith¶VMeaning 
and End of Religion, which was so ground-breaking in the field of Religious Studies that 
omitting it would do the field and this assessment a disservice. Moreover, covered quite 
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extensively in this chapter will be the correlation between the West and science/religion 
phenomena. The reason for this is that, as is stated above, it is the belief of many scholars 
(especially those mentioned in this thesis) that religion is a wholly western construction. 
Whether this is the case or not will be evaluated throughout this thesis. If it is found that this 
has affected how the west relates to religion it may illustrate why science/religion are seen as 
they are in the 21st century and provide hints as to how they may be viewed in the future. 
Additionally, this thesis will assess whether the science/religion relationship is unique to the 
West, and if so, how this has affected the way scholars perceive these phenomena in the rest 
of the world--mainly referring to works of authors like John Polkinghorne, Arthur Peacocke 
and others who insist on adopting inclusivity when dealing with other religious beliefs and 
practices. How this relates directly to the questions on the (science/religion) relationship is 
that if it were to come to light that µUHOLJLRQ¶LVSULPDULO\DZHVWHUQFRQVWUXFWWKHQLWLVPRUH
than plausible to assume that the science/religion relationship has also followed suit; and that 
this field, which is predominately loaded with middle-class-older-white-gentlemen, may be 
laden with particular--yet unconscious--Christian biases.   
Chapter Two will focus on the dual relationship between science and religion. It must be noted 
however that in order to do this justice one must first get to the kernel of the definition of 
science. This chapter will document the changing understanding of science through the ages 
and how this may have affected its relationship with its ever changing partner in crime 
µUHOLJLRQ¶7KH ILUVWVHFWLRQRI WKHFKDSWHUZLOO give particular attention to the history of the 
science and religion relationship. It will mainly focus on the problems (as for example typified 
by Brooke) that may have been caused by many years of misinterpreting the definitions of 
science and religion, and the jumbling of personal views and opinions with hard core facts. 
Scholarship that will be examined in this chapter are the works of individuals like Brooke 
(1991), Harrison (2006), Osler (1997) as well as the other scholars that have been mentioned 
above. The importance of this relationship will be appraised, and the fact that one is not 
dealing with static concepts but fluid ones will be illustrated, giving further credence to 
Cantwell Smith¶V statement that µUHOLJLRQ¶LVLQDconstant state of flux.  
Once the matters above have been assessed this thesis will move onto problems related to 
scholarship in the area of science and religion. Issues that will be raised are: western idealism-
-that is putting a Western slant--on how religion is defined and understood in the world; not 
fully understanding the complexity of both science and religion; problems that may have been 
FDXVHG E\ DQ XQIDPLOLDULW\ ZLWK WKH ZHVWHUQ LQIOXHQFH RQ UHOLJLRQ VFKRODUV¶ LQDELOLW\ WR
recognise their own short-comings,  mainly their huge Christian bias (a problem that as we 
will see is prominent throughout this field of study); and whether or not the categorisation of 
µUHOLJLRQV¶LQWRVSHFLILFFULWHULa has led to a vast misinterpretation and also a plethora of failed 
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approaches in dealing with the science/religion relationship. This will be done by isolating 
specific authors and approaches that are relatively popular in this field. These elements will 
then be dissected and thoroughly examined, and problems relating to these methods will be 
raised and identified.  Further assessed will be whether or not, and in spite of these difficulties, 
the approaches taken in this field are the right approaches. This will be done in light of all of 
the potential and grave issues that may have arisen from years of misunderstanding. This will 
EH µWDLOHG¶ ZLWK DQ evaluation of procedures that may be more suitable to this form of 
scholarship, and a number of these methods will be acknowledged. For example, rather than 
the theological methodologies that still plague this field of study, using cultural, sociological, 
and historiographical ones may prove more proficient at illustrating how science and religion 
are dynamic and fluid cultural concepts rather than sui generis ones. A number of scholars 
that have adopted similar methodologies will be looked at including, Wertheim (1996), 
Harrison, and Bentley et al (2009) to name a few. What will be highlighted further are reasons 
for choosing these approaches as opposed to the more popular ones, and this will be explained 
fully.  
Additionally, a further assessment on other potential ways of approaching this problem will 
be undertaken in Chapter Three with a focus on film as well as the cultural/intellectual 
movements known as transhumanism, as a way to demonstrate a cultural studies approach to 
the problem. This chapter will take on the above challenge through close evaluation of the 
problems associated with years of misinterpreting these phenomena, and will examine how 
these misunderstandings have manifested themselves within popular culture. This will 
primarily be demonstrating through transhumanism; which, as will be exhibited in this 
chapter, is an interesting microcosmic representation of the science/religion relationship. 
Moreover, this relationship will be further illustrated through the medium of film with a focus 
on popular science fiction. The reason for this is that science/religion is evolving to fit a more 
technological age, whether this will manifest itself in a new secular µUHOLJLRQ¶WKDWLQFRUSRUDWHV
both science and religion, is yet to be seen; however  this thesis will examine whether one such 
SRVVLEOHPDQLIHVWDWLRQRIWKLVµQHZUHOLJLRQ¶LVWranshumanism. The reason for this is that if it 
can be proven that transhumanism, a cultural movement, has both scientific and religious 
elements, this would strongly support the claim that religion and science are cultural activities 
with a dynamic evolution. Furthermore, it may provide us with one trajectory that 
science/religion phenomena have taken in the 21st century, one that offers a belief system that 
translates well cross-culturally, a concept that will also be closely examined in this chapter 
with special attention paid to Japanese popular culture. Finally, through establishing the 
science/religion connection to a cultural movement like transhumanism and also a popular 
medium like film, this further exemplifies the need for dealing with science and religion as 
complex phenomena, rather than reductionist concepts that are so easily definable.   
5  
  
Chapter One: An Unexpected Journey  
Getting it Started  
The focus of this thesis is to assess our modern relationship with science and religion and how 
our understanding of them both is reflected in popular cultural mediums like films and video 
games. However, it is important that we first understand the complexities associated with the 
terms science and religion as well as their histories. For, as will be demonstrated, it is not as 
VLPSOHDVVD\LQJWKDWDUHOLJLRQLV³&KULVWLDQLW\RU,VODP´RUWKDWVFLHQFHLV³SK\VLFVRUPDWKV´
especially when examining their relationship as that would be suggesting that these are 
relatively simple and obviously straightforward terms, which is in many ways not only an 
unfair treatment of them but also an anachronistic one as it neglects to take into account their 
rather complex history as well as the evolution of the definitions and their meanings through 
the ages. For example Harrison points out a few of these issues:  
Consideration of the historically conditioned nature of "Science" and of "religion" bring to light 
a number of unspoken assumptions in some mainstream science-and-religion discussions and 
highlights the need for serious revision of common approaches to this issues (Harrison 2006, 
81)  
Over the past few decades, however, many historians have expressed reservations about 
presumed continuities in the history of science. These reservations have been expressed in a 
variety of ways, but common to them all is a plea against the anachronistic assumption that the 
study of nature in earlier historical periods was prosecuted more or less along the same lines as 
those adopted by modern scientists (Ibid, 82).  
  
The points reflected by Harrison above give us a few ideas as to the grave issues that have risen 
XS EHFDXVH RI WKHVH PLVFRQFHSWLRQV RU DV LV VWDWHG E\ +DUULVRQ ³XQVSRNHQ PDLQVWUHDP
DVVXPSWLRQV´ SULPDULO\ WKLV LGHD WKDW VFLHQFH DQG UHOLJLRQ KDYH DOZD\V EHHn how we 
understand them to be today. Harrison has found this such an issue that he dedicated a 
number of texts to this problem. It must however be noted that although we will be looking at 
both terms, one aspect being their relation to one another in the science vs. religion debate, 
WKLVVHFWLRQZLOOSULPDULO\EHFRQFHQWUDWLQJRQWKHKLVWRU\DQGHYROXWLRQRIWKHWHUP³UHOLJLRQ´
and the difficulties with defining it in general; and the extensive work that has gone on in the 
field to evaluate these things. I am merely suggesting that it is best to concentrate at the 
PRPHQWRQ³UHOLJLRQ´DVLWVPHDQLQJDVZHOODVRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRILWDVZHZLOOVHHLVUDWKHU
skewed and in many respects incorrect. In other words, as will be demonstrated we have a 
much cleaUHU LGHD DQG PRUH GHILQHG GHILQLWLRQ RI D µVFLHQFH¶ WKDQ ZH GR D µUHOLJLRQ¶. Most 
notably our problem lies with not understanding the many difficulties associated with the 
term, most notably its history, evolution and definition. For instance it is unlikely that many 




as we presently understand them, emerged quite late in Western thought during the 
(QOLJKWHQPHQW´+DUULVRQDQGHYHQWKRXJKZHXVHWKHVHWHUPVRQDGDLO\EDVLVDVSDUW
RIHYHU\GD\ODQJXDJHDQGZHDUHYHU\IDPLOLDUZLWKWKHWHUPUHOLJLRQDQGWKH³UHOLJLRQV´ZH
KDYHYHU\OLWWOHLGHDDVWRWKHWHUP¶VFRPSOH[ity and virtual youth (as in it has only been used 
in its present form for a little over 200 years). It must be noted that finding a methodology 
that dealt primarily with these many unanswered questions was one of Wilfred Cantwell 
6PLWK¶V UHDVRQV IRU ZULWLng his innovative work The Meaning and End of Religion; giving 
credence to the fact that these are problems shared by many members of the western populace. 
With that said, the way the general public view religion is of course of great importance to our 
study as it in many ways grounds us, the student of religion, from viewing religion in a rather 
ubiquitous and from a potentially problematic and sometimes over presumptuous vantage 
point. Yet with that said, µreligion¶ as we know it has influenced, in one way or another, the 
lives of individuals within western society and of course what was once the great Imperial East. 
Despite all of the knowledge of the academics in this area, what we are interested in is how the 
average individual or non-religious studies academic views religion in the 21st century. The 
reason for this is that these individuals are important actors in our study of religion, because 
examining how members of the general public view religion enables us, the student of religion, 
to gain a clearer understanding as to the role this phenomenon plays within western society. 
Furthermore, looking at this from a popular perspective enables us to understand how the 
lives and views of individuals have been/ and are shaped and effected by this phenomenon. 
This is of course supported by Cantwell Smith who writes that:  
For what a man thinks about religion is central to what he thinks about life and the universe 




as to their total orientation to life; it can become a major clue to their total thinking. If we 
can become self-FRQVFLRXV RI RXU RZQ OLPLWDWLRQV KHUH DQG DZDUH RI RWKHU SHRSOHV¶
particular attitudes, we shall have enlarged the horizon of our understanding (Cantwell 
Smith 1962, 18)   
After all it has been suggested by a number of scholars, but very animatedly by Richard King, 
that religious studies should be a cultural study (King 1999); and if we are going to accept his 
methodology we should not be afraid to look at how western society views and understands 
religion, but more importantly how these views have affected their lives. Though it can be 
argued that personal opinion, which is bound to come into play in any study that involves 
questioning the experiences of people, and is very difficult to test and quantify scientifically d 
or tested for scientific purposes, these opinions cannot be ignored either, as they provide us 
with the at least some of the questions needed to better understand and also come to terms 
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ZLWK RXU ZHVWHUQ SHUFHSWLRQV RI UHOLJLRQ 7KLV JLYHV XV DQ LQVLJKW LQWR KRZ ³UHOLJLRQ´ KDV
affected the mind-sets, lifestyles, and as is suggested by Smith (1962, 18) the orientations of 
many people. This approach becomes even more imperative if looking at the question of 
religion from a sociological and cultural studies perspective; because if we are truly going to 
suggest that religion is a cultural activity like all others, as this thesis will be demonstrating, 
then we need to understand how it is viewed within society. Regardless as to whether or not 
these views are proven to be incorrect or in the least inaccurate they are still relevant as they 
give us an insight into how people view religion within society but also, if inaccurate, will help 
us to engage with an examination as to why and how these rather reductionist views have come 
about or more importantly why we understand them in the way that we do.   
This section will focus on only two or three very common conceptions of religion as understood 
and commented on by a number of religious studies scholars, including but not limited to 
David Chidester, Richard King, and Wilfred Cantwell Smith (who I will refer to a great deal in 
this thesis as Cantwell Smith). According to David ChiGHVWHU³5HOLJLRQLVGLIILFXOWWRGHILQH
EHFDXVHHYHU\RQHDOUHDG\µNQRZV¶ZKDWUHOLJLRQLV´&KLGHVWHU'HVSLWHWKHIDFWWKDW
he is a bit vague as to whom everyone is (it can only be assumed that he is referring to the 
JHQHUDO µ$PHULFDQ¶SXEOLFDs his book is based primarily on an American demographic) his 
VWDWHPHQWLVDUDWKHULQWHUHVWLQJRQHDVLWVXJJHVWVDQXPEHURIWKLQJVDERXWRXUWKHZHVW¶V
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ 7KH ILUVW LV WKDW WKH ZRUG µUHOLJLRQ¶ LV VR FRPPRQ SODFH WKDW HYHU\RQH FDQ
comment oQLWDQGLQHVVHQFHDUHDZDUHRILWVPHDQLQJ7KHVHFRQGLVWKDWEHFDXVHµHYHU\RQH¶
LVDZDUHRILWVPHDQLQJDQGKDVDQRSLQLRQRQLWLIDVNHGWKHTXHVWLRQµZKDWLVDUHOLJLRQ¶RU
µZKDWDUHUHOLJLRQV¶LWLVOLNHO\WKDWWKH\ZRXOGEHPRUHWKDQFDSDEOHRISUoducing some form 
of an answer to that question. This answer would most likely take the form of some sort of 
label like Christianity, Islam or Buddhism and come with some general idea as to a style of 
personal/communal beliefs and practices associated with DVDLGµUHOLJLRQ¶7KRXJK&KLGHVWHU
PDNHVDJUHDWGHDORIVHQVHLQZKDWKHSURSRVHGDERXWWKHJHQHUDOSXEOLF¶VXQGHUVWDQGLQJRI
UHOLJLRQKHLVDOVRTXLWHTXLFNWRSRLQWRXWWKDWWKHWKHLUYHU\EDVLFXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIDµUHOLJLRQ¶




view religion is quite easy to define. Why the discrepancy?    
Though it has been mentioned that the general public understands religion in a very generalist 
way, this may be somewhat of an unfair assessment because it is in many ways not their fault 
(as will be brought to light later within this chapter) to combat this Chidester provides us with 
H[DPSOHVRI WKLVXQGHUVWDQGLQJ+HZULWHV WKDW³ZKDWSDVVHVDV FRPPRQNnowledge about 
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religion tends to be organized according to binary opposition: people know their own religion 
(as opposed to other religions), true religion (as opposed to false religions), or real religion (as 
RSSRVHGWRIDNHUHOLJLRQ«ZHQHHGWRGHYHORSD more complex sense of what we mean by the 
term religion´&KLGHVWHU,QRWKHUZRUGVKHVHHPVWREHVXJJHVWLQJWKDWDOWKRXJK
we as the general public view religion through a specifically binary lens, the term itself is too 
FRPSOH[WREHUHGXFHGWRRQO\WKHVHYHU\µEODFNDQGZKLWH¶FKDUDFWHULVWLFVOLNHµJRG¶DQGµVSULW¶
µVXSHUQDWXUDO¶DQGµWUDQVFHQGHQW¶µJRRG¶DQGµHYLO¶ 
His point is a very good one, and one that is shared by a number of contemporary scholars of 
religion as we will undoubtedly see. In many respects Chidester goes about illustrating these 
FRPSOH[LWLHV VXFFHVVIXOO\ WKURXJK LQWURGXFLQJ KLV ³DXWKHQWLF IDNHV´ REMHFWV SULPDULO\
cultural icons) that take the place of religious institutions by creating religious experiences, 
WZR H[DPSOHVKH XVHV DUH ZKDW KH UHIHUV WR DV WKH ³UHOLJLRQV RI 'LVQH\´DQG ³0F'RQDOG¶V´
(Chidester 2005, 1-+HKDVWKLVWRVD\DERXWKLVFRQFHSWRIµDXWKHQWLFIDNHV¶ 
American popular culture produces fakes, not only things that are made up or invented, but 
also people who are frauds and charlatans. Often these fakes are religious fakes, because they 
involve artificial or fraudulent religious claims about transcendence, the sacred, and ultimate 
KXPDQ FRQFHUQV«, DUJXH WKDW GHVSLWH WKHLU IUDXGXOHQFH WKHVH UHOLJLRXV IDNHV GR DXWKHQWLF
religious work in and through the play of American popular culture (Chidester 2005, vii)  
What this demonstrates is despite the fact that the general public views religion in a rather 
general way, the many varied definitions that we have of religion are so inadequate and skewed 
that the\DOORZ IRUVXFKGLVFUHSDQFLHV 7KDW LV WR VD\ WKDW'LVQH\DQG0F'RQDOG¶V FDQEH
UHJDUGHGDVUHOLJLRQVEHFDXVHWKH\SHUIRUPWKHVDPHIXQFWLRQVDVD µSURSHUUHOLJLRQ¶LQWKLV
FDVH WKH\ SURYLGH SHRSOH ZLWK D µFRPPXQLW\¶ µFUHDWLRQ P\WKV¶ WR QDPH RQO\ D IHZ) which 
adhere to certain functionalist definitions. Though this is the case however, Chidester informs 




is the general American populace, we can gather another interesting point from his comments 
above especially in reference to the understanding that the general American public have about 
UHOLJLRQ7KDWLVWKDWWKHµFRPPRQ¶LQGLYLGXDOGRHVQRWRQO\XQGHUVWDQGUHOLJLRQIURPDWUXHRU
false perspective, or binary viewpoint as is proposed by Chidester, but that these very binary 
concepts are inadequate in illustrating the complexities associated with religion, because there 
LV PRUH WR UHOLJLRQ WKDQ ZKDW WKHVH µEODFN¶ DQG µZKLWH¶ SHUVSHFWLYHV GLFWDWH DV VKRZQ LQ
&KLGHVWHU¶V H[DPSOHV RI ³DXWKHQWLF IDNHV´ :LWK WKDW VDLG LW LV IDLUO\ REYLRXV WKDW WKHVH
9  
  
SHUVSHFWLYHV DUH QRW PHUHO\ µELQDU\¶ EXW DUH TXLWH UHGXFWLRQLVW DV ZLOO EH IXUWKHU
demonstrated). This raises a very interesting question, and that is how is it that the general 
public have this very odd view of religion? What is it about religion that makes us see it in such 
a simplistic way? We can gain some indication into the origin of these ideas if we delve a bit 
deeper into the words of Chidester and King; but first a few points involving this very binary 
outlook needs to be addressed.  
)RUDVWDUWDOWKRXJK&KLGHVWHUPHQWLRQVWKDWWKLVµFRPPRQNQRZOHGJH¶LVRIWHQGHDOLQJZLWK
WKH µWUXWK¶DQG µIDOVLW\¶RI UHOLJLRQDQGVWUHVVHV WKDW WKLV VHHPV WREH WKHJHQHUDO$PHULFDQ
populaces understanding of religion he sadly does not go into any great depth as to what these 
µWUXWKV¶RUµIDOVLWLHV¶DUHDQGWKLVXQGHUVWDQGDEO\FDXVHVGLIILFXOWLHVZLWKRXUDVVHVVPHQWDVD
whole because we have no definitive definition as to what these truths and falsities are; and in 
WKH FDVH RI &KLGHVWHU¶V ELQDU\ SRLQWV ZKDW KH VHHPV WR EH VXJJHVWLQJ LV WKDW WKH JHQHUDO
SRSXODFHVHHDµWUXH¶UHOLJLRQDVRQHWKDWLVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKDSDUWLFXODUWUDLWRUFKDUDFWHULVWLF
like a belief in god(s) or one that has some form of sacred text (like Christianity and Islam). 
From perhaps a more cynical point of view however it may be as simple as assuming that many 
PHPEHUVRIWKHJHQHUDOZHVWHUQSXEOLFVHHUHOLJLRQDVDDQ\µEHOLHI¶WKDWIDOOVLQWRWKHFDWHJRULHV
of world religions, aQGDFFHSWHGUHOLJLRQV7RHODERUDWHH[DPSOHVRIµZRUOGUHOLJLRQV¶ZRXOGEH
&KULVWLDQLW\-XGDLVP,VODP%XGGKLVP+LQGXLVPDVRSSRVHGWRVRPHWKLQJOLNH³-HGL´ZKLFK
LVVHHQDVDµXQDFFHSWHG¶DQGµIDOVH¶UHOLJLRQWRWKHH[WHQWWKDWFRQFHUQVZHUHUDLVHGDbout the 
new Marriage and Civil Partnership Bill proposed by the Free Church or Scotland as it may 
DOORZ PHPEHUV RI D EHOLHI JURXS OLNH µ-HGL¶ WR PDUU\ FRXSOHV th of March 2013 
http://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-scotland-highlands-islands-21842269 accessed by author on 
May 1st 2013 at 16:20).   
7KLVLVRIFRXUVHDOVRDQRWKHUSUREOHPZLWK&KLGHVWHU¶VH[DPSOHVRIELQDU\FRQFHSWVDQGWKDW
LVKHVHHPVWREHVXJJHVWLQJWKDWWKHJHQHUDOSXEOLFVHHUHOLJLRQDVµWUXH¶RUµIDOVH¶DQGµUHDO¶DQG
³IDNH´ZKHWKHUWKLVZDVKLVLQWHQWLRQRUQRWLVRSHQWRLQWHUpretation, it does however seem as 
though he speaks of these as specific binary coupled terms, which is confusing in itself as they 
DUHV\QRQ\PRXVZLWKRQHDQRWKHUWKDWLVWRVD\WKDWµWUXH¶LVLQPDQ\ZD\VµUHDO¶DQGµIDOVH¶LV
LQPDQ\ZD\V µIDNH¶7KDWsaid, regardless of our interpretation or whether we see these as 
separate binary terms or just examples of what people may say when asked about religion, it 
VWLOO UHPDLQV UHOHYDQW WR WKH SRLQW DW KDQG WKDW LV KRZ GR WKHVH µYLHZV¶  DQG &KLGHVWHU¶V
understanding of them, apply to the question at hand? Moreover how can these be used to 
push our argument forward?   
)RUDVWDUW&KLGHVWHU¶VH[DPSOHVRIELQDU\WHUPVSUHVHQWVXVZLWKDQRWKHULOOXVWUDWLRQDVWRWKH
difficulties associated with our understanding of religion, but that bound up with his examples 
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RI ³DXWKHQWLF IDNHV´ VXSSRUWV WKH IDFW WKDW WKDW WKH ZRUG µUHOLJLRQ¶ LV D ORDGHG WHUP WKDW LV
incredibly difficult to define and is governed by many misconceptions and misrepresentations; 
many that seem to be UHODWHGLQVRPHZD\WRWKLVLGHDRIµUHDO¶DQGµIDNH¶6RZKDWLVPHDQWE\
µUHDO¶DQGµIDNH¶DQGµWUXH¶DQGµIDOVH¶",WKDVDOUHDG\EHHQQRWHGWKDW&KLGHVWHUGRHVQRWJRLQWR
a great amount of detail as to what or why these reductionists terms have come about to form 
WKHEDVLVRIRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIUHOLJLRQVRWRVKHGDELWPRUHOLJKWRQWKLVLGHDRI³UHDO´DQG
³IDNH´ DQG ZKDW LV PHDQW E\ RXU FRPPHQW WKDW LW LV YLUWXDOO\ V\QRQ\PRXV ZLWK RXU
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRI³WUXWK´DQG³IDOVLW\´ZHWXUQRQFHDJDLQWR5Lchard King.   
  
The Truth is Out There  
In his Orientalism and Religion (1999) King provides us with further insight into our 
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI ZKDW PDNHV D UHOLJLRQ µWUXH¶ RU µIDOVH¶ +H VWDUWV KLV HYDOXDWLRQ ZLWK WKH
history of the word religion or more aFFXUDWHO\ZLWKLWV5RPDQµSDJDQ¶URRWV:KDWKHXQFRYHUV
is quite fascinating in the sense that it gives us an in-depth look at how religion was understood 
in the past but more importantly provides us with evidence as to how it has changed for us in 
the prHVHQW.LQJVWDUWVKLVHYDOXDWLRQE\VXJJHVWLQJWKDWZKDWZHXQGHUVWDQGDVWKHµWUXWK¶
DQGµIDOVLW\¶WKDWLVQRZDVVRFLDWHGZLWKUHOLJLRQZDVQRWDOZD\VDSDUWRILWVµRULJLQDO¶PHDQLQJ
µ2ULJLQDO¶LVSODFHGKHUHLQTXRWHVEHFDXVHDVZHZLOOVHHWKHPHDQLQgs of the word of varied 
considerably throughout history. This combined with the idea of µtruth¶ and µfalse¶ raise a few 
points to consider when assessing our understanding of religion. The first is that through 
.LQJ¶VREVHUYDWLRQV ZH DUH OHIW ZLWK D VHQVH that like its definition the history of the word 
³UHOLJLRQ´ KDV D KLVWRU\ WKDW SHUKDSV HFKRHV WKH GLIILFXOW\ RI LWV GHILQLWLRQ DV LW WRR LV YHU\
complex; and as has been suggested above by Cantwell Smith in order to understand this 
complexity it is important that we come to grips with the history of the word itself. It was 
because of the consent discrepancy with the word religion that Smith thought it best to 
DEDQGRQ WKH WHUP FRPSOHWHO\ +H ZULWHV WKDW ³,Q WKLV LQVWDQFH RQH PLJKW DUJXH WKDW WKH
sustained LQDELOLW\WRFODULI\ZKDWWKHZRUGµUHOLJLRQ¶VLJQLILHVLQLWVHOIVXJJHVWWKDWWKHWHUP
RXJKWWREHGURSSHG´&DQWZHOO6PLWK7KHUHDUHRWKHUTXHVWLRQVWKDWDUHUDLVHGIURP
the observations we have made and will make, one such question is: if truth and falsity were 
not always associated with the term religion how is it that these terms came to be associated 
so intimately with it now; to the extent that they are crucial factors in how the general public 
understand religion? More importantly what makes them so important?   




the potential to give rise to many more questions but we should answer this one effectively 
first. What we gain from this is the general idea that if religion was not always associated with 
µWUXWK¶DQGµIDOVLW\¶WKDWRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRILWLVLQDFFXUDWHRUPRUHWRWKHSRLQWFRQVWUXFWHG
in some way. I am suggesting this because it has become apparent that there must have been 
VRPHVKLIWZLWKLQWKHKLVWRU\RIWKHZRUGDQGLWVPHDQLQJWKDWWUDQVIRUPHGLWLQWRWKHµFRQFHSW¶
that we understanding today. This problem is suggested by Cantwell Smith when he seeks out 
to examine why we understand religion as we do (Smith 1962), and this shift and construction 
LV FRPPHQWHG RQ E\ .LQJ¶V DERYH :KDW ZH JDWKHU IXUWKHU IURP .LQJ LV WKDW WKH KDELW RI
DVVRFLDWLQJµWUXWK¶DQGµIDOVLW\¶ZLWKUHOLJLRQFRXSOed with our very reductionist and simplistic 
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIZKDWDµWUXHUHOLJLRQ¶LVDVRSSRVHGWRDµIDOVHRQH¶GLGQRWJDLQSURPLQHQFH
until the appropriation of the term by the Christians. They used it to define their unique 
relationship with a higheUSRZHUDVZDVGLFWDWHGLQDWH[WWKDWZDVµZULWWHQ¶E\KLP,WZDVDW
this time that the term was transformed from a word that was more closely associated with 
beliefs and practices to one that was primarily linked to the Christian holy doctrine which 
dictated how Christian followers should live their lives; however and perhaps more 
SUREOHPDWLFDOO\LWVHWWKHEDUDVWRZKDWDµWUXH¶UHOLJLRQLVDVRSSRVHGWRDµIDOVH¶RQH.LQJ
1999); when no such delineation seemed to exist before then. In other words Christianity gave 
XVLQWKHZHVWWKHIRUPXODWKDWGLFWDWHGZKDWFRQVWLWXWHVDµUHOLJLRQ¶ZKHQWKH\DGRSWHGWKH
term to define their very special and unique relationship with a higher power. As is presented 
E\.LQJEHIRUH&KULVWLDQLW\WKHZRUGµUHOLJLRQ¶KDGQRVXFKWLHWRµWUXWK¶DQGµIDOVLW\¶ 
7RVXSSRUWWKLVFODLP.LQJYHU\DGHSWO\VXJJHVWVWKDWEHIRUHWKHDGRSWLRQRIWKHZRUGµUHOLJLRQ¶
by the Christians that the terms religio and traditio (are related in many ways as we will see 
in what follows) were descriptive instead of prescriptive (Ibid); meaning that these words were 
used to describe what individuals adhered to during their ancestral practices, i.e. rituals and 
the like, and nothing mRUH 7KLV RI FRXUVH LV GLIIHUHQW WKDQ WKH µSUHVFULSWLYH¶ IRUP RI
&KULVWLDQLW\WKDWµSUHVFULEHG¶KRZDµUHOLJLRQ¶VKRXOGEHSUDFWLFHGLQRUGHUIRULWWREHDµWUXH¶
religion. This semantic shift from descriptive to prescriptive shows a major deviation from the 
original meaning of the word. A further example of this shift is demonstrated in the fact that 
Christianity was based on formal teachings dictated by a  specific doctrine (the holy bible) that 
was in accordance with the guidelines set out by a supernatural being like God; the 
GLVVLPLODULW\ WKDW .LQJ VKRZV XV EHWZHHQ RXU FXUUHQW µ&KULVWLDQ¶ XQGHUVWDQGLQJ DQG WKH
ancient Roman understanding is quite remarkable. He does this by tracing the word back to 
its ancient Roman roots illustrating that the term religio, which forms that basis for our word 
µUHOLJLRQ¶ZDVV\QRQ\PRXVZLWKWKHWHUPtradition (in many respects and also quite tellingly 
not that dissimilar from our modern use of the word). This is backed up by Paden (1992, 1) 
who informs us that religio during the Roman period meant something like "sacred 
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observance" or "piety". With that said both religio and traditio had to do with particular forms 
of cultural practices shared throughout different communities. He writes that:   
«religio involves the retrDFLQJRIµWKHORUHRIWKHULWXDO¶RIRQH¶VDQFHVWRUV7KLVXQGHUVWDQGLQJ
RIWKHWHUPVHHPVWRKDYHJDLQHGSURYHQDQFHLQWKHµSDJDQ¶5RPDQ(PSLUHDQGPDGHreligio 
virtually synonymous with traditio. $VVXFKLWUHSUHVHQWHGWKHWHDFKLQJVRIRQH¶VDQFHVWRU¶VDnd 
was essentially not open to question. Primarily religio involved performing ancient ritual 
pactices and paying homage to gods«King 1999, 34)  
On close scrutiny what King suggests above as a definition of religio may not seem all that 
different from our modern understanding of what a religion is, as we see it in many respects 
as worship and homage to the gods (or to the one god); however the question at hand relates 
WR µWUXWK¶ DQG µIDOVLW\¶ DQG KRZ LW LV WLHG XS ZLWK RXU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI UHOLJLRQ 2Q FOoser 
inspection and with help from King (not to mention not looking at this through an 
anachronistic lens) we can see how the concepts of truth and falsity are tied up in our  
Christian understanding of religion rather than the Roman. Taking a closer look at the Roman 
meaning, they saw religio as the acknowledgment and acceptance of the gods of all peoples 
because these practices were respected cultural practice; in contrast the Romans saw 
Christians as atheists because they did not respect others worship, they merely believed that 
WKHLU JRG ZDV WKH µULJKW¶ RU µWUXH¶ JRG .LQJ ZULWHV WKDW ³«WKH &KULVWLDQV ZHUH IUHTXHQWO\
described by Romans as atheists precisely because they did not acknowledge the gods of 
RWKHUVLQFOXGLQJWKRVHRIWKH5RPDQV´.LQJ 35).   
:H FDQ VHH WKH EHJLQQLQJV RI WKLV LGHD RI  WKH µWUXWK¶ RI &KULVWLDQLW\ IRUPLQJ LQ WKHVH
informative years, which is evidenced in the Christian  rejection of other gods (It must however 
EHQRWHGWKDWWKLVLGHDRIWKHµWUXH¶&KULVWLDQIDLWKGLGQRWFome to light until much later). How 
WKLVWLHV LQWRWKHFRQFHSWVRI µWUXWKDQGIDOVLW\¶DVXQLTXHO\UHODWHGWRDSULPDULO\&KULVWLDQ
ethos, is in the synonymous definitions of the Roman religio and tradition; if these words that 
denote nothing more than anFHVWUDOFXOWXUDOSUDFWLFHVZHUHOLQNHGZLWKµWUXWK¶DQGµIDOVLW\¶WKHQ
as is suggested by King there would be a fundamental misunderstanding of the nature of what 
these words actually meant. To elaborate, the concepts of religio and traditio were concerned 
with the ancestral beliefs and practices of a specific group of people, in many ways these two 
words signify what amounts to specific cultural practices as performed by a specific group or 
groups of people; I would even go as far as to suggest that these practices whether ancestral or 
not are no different than say folk music and dance that is also a practice unique to a specific 
group of people. So that being the case, if we understand these ancestral practices as being 
fundamentally similar to music and dance that is unique to a specific culture, how can we place 






(Ibid). He uses an excellent analogy to strengthen his point and also to demonstrate the 
dangers involved with this form of binary thinking by further suggesting that if we place the 
SDUDPHWHUVRI³WUXH´DQG³IDOVH´RQWKHVHSUDFWLFHVWKHQLWZRXOGEHDVQRQVHQVLFDODVDVNLQJLI
³6SDQLVK RU ,QGLDQ RU 5XVVLDQ FXOWXUH ZHUH WUXH DQG IDOVH´ ,ELG 7KH SRLQW WKDW .LQJ LV
making here is that as these beliefs were understood as part of a cultural specific practice, there 
LV QR URRP IRU ³WUXH´ DQG ³IDOVH´ EHFDXVH WKH\ DUH QRWKLQJ PRUH WKDQ WKH VDLG EHOLHIV DQG




it had to adhere to specific rules; or more accurately to a specific doctrine (in this case the holy 
bible) and because of this it placed a great deal of emphasis on the correct interpretation of 
WKHVHWHUPVOLNHUHOLJLRQDQGWKHZULWWHQZRUG7KHUHIRUHDVLVVWDWHGIXUWKHUE\.LQJ³«µWUXH
UHOLJLRQ¶EHFRPHVDPDWWHURIRUWKRGR[\DQGUHOLJLRQEHFRPHVDWUDGLWLRQSUHFLVHO\LQVRIDU
as it can justify itseOILQWHUPVRIWKHVHDQFLHQWWUXWKV´,ELG,QRWKHUZRUGVUHOLJLRQLVQR
ORQJHUVHHQDVDFXOWXUDOSUDFWLFHOLNHWKHµSDJDQ¶DQFHVWUDOZRUVKLSEXWEHFRPHVDWHUPWKDW
GHILQHVDVSHFLILFSUDFWLFHEDVHGRQVSHFLILFµDQFLHQW¶WHDFKLQJVWKDWLQPDQ\respects can be 
shared by all individuals (regardless of nationality) as long as the rules are adhered to.   
Though we have looked at the idea of the binary concepts that are understood as our common 
understanding of religion, and have found that these concepts only become associated with 
religion when Christianity adopted the term, this is merely the tip of the iceberg. In other 
words, when coming to terms with religion it is not as simple as dealing primarily with truth 
and falsity as is presented by both &KLGHVWHUDQG.LQJRU³XV´DQG³WKHP´DVLVVXJJHVWHGE\
&KLGHVWHURUIRUWKDWPDWWHU-=6PLWKZKRZULWHVWKDW³WKHPRVWFRPPRQIRUPRIFODVVLI\LQJ
religions, found both in native categories and in scholarly literature, is dualistic and reduced, 
regardless of what differentium LVHPSOR\HGWRµWKHLUV¶DQGµRXUV¶´6PLWKEXWWKDW
it is a matter of getting to grips with what we really mean and understand about religion. Even 
though we have gathered from the evidence above that the general understanding of religion 
is sadly limited; that is not to say that our understanding is wrong or irrelevant. I am merely 
suggesting, along with a number of the scholars that we have looked at thus far, that we should 
be aware of the complexities associated with religion, including our own limitations and 
misinterpretations brought about by our rather binary and reductionist understanding of it.   
6R ZKDW LV µUHOLJLRQ¶ DQG KRZ GR ZH GHILQH LW" +RZ WR GHILQH UHOLJLRQ DQG WKH SUREOHPV
associated with its definition is something that scholars have been struggling with for years, 
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and it is finding its way more and more into recent scholarship. It has been pointed out by a 
number of scholars like Fitzgerald (2000), King (1999), Smith (1982; 1998), Asad, to name a 
few, that religion cannot be as easily defined as we may believe; because there are many factors 
ZUDSSHG XS LQ LWV ³FUHDWLRQ´ DQG RXU XQGHUVWDQGing of it; primarily that it is a western 
construct (which will be covered later in this chapter). Furthermore its definition is too 
wrapped up in an ideology of truth and falsity that it becomes an illegitimate and impossible 
category to define, because aVLVVXJJHVWHGE\.LQJWKHLGHDRI³WUXWK´LVYHU\WKHRORJLFDODQG
therefore impossible to codify (1999). He demonstrates this in his anecdote about the German 
Interviewer and Balinese teacher:  
The German interviewer understands the truth in terms of historical actuality. For the story to 
have been true it must have actually happened. His Indonesian teacher, however, seems to 
conceive of truth more in terms of whether or not the story has truthful insights within it. (King 
1999, 40)  
This is echoed by AsaGZKRVXJJHVWVWKDW³P\DUJXPHQWLVWKDWWKHUHFDQQRWEHDXQLYHUVDO
definition of religion not only because its constituent elements and relationships are 
historically specific, but because that definition is itself the historical product of discursive 
prRFHVVHV´$VDG,WVHHPVDSSDUHQWIURPWKHYHU\IHZH[DPSOHVSUHVHQWHGDERYH
that recent critical scholarship seems to be taking the stance that religion cannot be defined 
simply; because there are many other factors at play that have effected how we understand it, 
and in many ways, its creation. In other words, religion or what we understand of it has been 
influenced by events, interpretations, and motives through the course of history. Though much 
of the scholarship that I have referenced has been produced over the last 20 years or so; certain 
scholarship would suggest that this problem has plagued the area of religious studies for far 
longer, and it seems to have come to a head in the 1960s with the publication of a progressive 
piece of work written by William Cantwell Smith, The Meaning and End of Religion. Smith is 
quick to point out that although many have tried to define the term religion all have failed. He 
writes that:  
Advances must be made, but we do well to remind ourselves that many brilliant and careful 
thinkers have set themselves the task of trying to define religion²both religions believes writing 
from within a given tradition, and outside observers or critics. Yet they have failed to satisfy 
each other, and none of their suggestions has commanded wide acceptance. It is perhaps not 
presumptuous to hold that no definition of religion so far proposed has proven compelling, no 
generalisation has come anywhere near to adequacy. (Cantwell Smith 1962, 11)  
Defining the term was such a problem for Smith that he suggests that we should perhaps omit 
LWHQWLUHO\³>EHFDXVH@LWLVQRWRULRXVO\GLIILFXOWWRGHILQH«RQHPLJKWDUJXHWKDW«LWVHOIVXJJHVWV
WKDWWKHWHUPRXJKWWREHGURSSHG´6PLWK7KRXJKWKHSUREOHPLVQRWSUHVHQWHGLQ
the exact light of Cantwell Smith, we can see echoes of it in the works of Jonathan Z Smith who 
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VXJJHVWV LQ KLV HVVD\ ³5HOLJLRQ 5HOLJLRQV 5HOLJLRXV´  WKDW WKH SUHVHQW GHILQLWLRQ RI
religion is absurd for a number of reasons, primarily because the root of the word has a 
plethora of definitions and uses. For instance, according to Smith it can be said that one has a 
µUHOLJLRQ¶WKDWRWKHUSHRSOHKDYHµUHOLJLRQV¶DQGWKDWVRPHSHRSOHDUHµUHOLJLRXV¶RUGRWKLQJV
µUHOLJLRXVO\¶+HSUHVHQWVXVZLWKDQH[DPSOHRI WKLVLQWKHIRUPRIWKHZRUG³UHOLJLRXVO\´ZKHUH
he points out that as it is the term used to denote repeating an action over and over again, or 
ZKDW 6PLWK GHVFULEHV DV D ³FRQVFLRXVO\ UHSHWLWLYH DFWLRQ´ LV VLPLODU WR WKH /DWLQ QRXQV
religious/religions buW PRUH DSSURSULDWHO\ WKH ³DGMHFWLYDO religious and the adverbial 
religiose´ZKLFKZHUHWHUPVXVHGWRUHIHUWRWKHFDUHIXO³SHUIRUPDQFHRIULWXDOREOLJDWLRQV´
EXWDOWKRXJKVLPLODUWRWKHZRUGµUHOLJLRQ¶DVZHXQGHUVWDQGLQJLWIURPDIXQFWLRQDOLVWSRLQWRI
view (at least in one way) it does not have the same meaning as the word we use to classify 
things like Christianity and Judaism (Ibid 269).   
As we can see only briefly presented above there are a plethora of different meanings from the 
derivative of the root religio DQG WKLV DOVR DSSOLHV WR WKH GHILQLWLRQV RI WKH WHUP µUHOLJLRQ¶
7KRXJK&DQWZHOO6PLWK¶VDSSURDFKZDVUDWKHUJURXQG-breaking, and led to an explosion that 
saw the study of religion emerge as a cultural field rather than just a theological one especially 
LQWHUPVRITXHVWLRQLQJµUHOLJLRQ¶KHZDVQRWWKHILUVWWRFRQVLGHUWKLVPHWKRGRORJ\,WFDQEH
traced back to at least the 19th century, to the works of Friedrich Max Müller. In his Natural 
Religion Müller set out to demonstrate that the study of religion was a science no different 
WKDQDQ\RWKHU+HUHIHUUHGWRLWDVWKH³6FLHQFHRI5HOLJLRQ´DQGYLHZHGLW³DVRQHRIWKHQDWXUDO
VFLHQFHV´KRZHYHUDVDQDWXUDOVFLHQFHLWQHHGHGWRDGKHUHWRDVFLHQWLILFPHWKRGRORJ\7KLV
methodology in his opiQLRQFRQVLVWHGRI³DFDUHIXOFROOHFWLRQRIIDFWVLOOXVWUDWLQJWKHRULJLQ




origin, growth, and decay of religion is no different WKDQDVFLHQWLVW¶VLOOXVWUDWLRQRIILQGLQJV
and assimilated data. He was however aware of a major problem with this approach, and that 
was that if he [Müller] was going to treat the study of religion as a science then he would first 
KDYHWRGHILQHZKDWD³UHOLJLRQ´ZDV+LVWKRXJKWVRQWKLVDUHDVIROORZV 
,I WKH VFLHQFH RI5HOLJLRQ LV WR EH WUHDWHG DV RQH RI WKH QDWXUDO VFLHQFH«ZHVKDOO ILQG LW
impossible to do so, unless we first enter on a preliminary and, I must add, a somewhat 
difficult inquiry, namely, what is meant by religion. Unless we can come to a clear 
understanding on that point, we shall find it impossible to determine what facts to include, 




He starts us off similarly by suggesting that religion in itself is difficult to define and that many 
RIKLVFRQWHPSRUDULHVEHOLHYHGWKDW³UHOLJLRQ´ZDVZURQJIXOO\YLHZHGDVKDYLQJVRPHWKLQJWR
GRZLWK³*RGRUWKHJRGV´:KDWLWLVLQWHUHVWLQJWRQRWHKHUHLV that this problem is still one 
that baffles as well as motivates scholars to this day. It must further be noted that from what 
we have looked at thus far, this view is not that different from our own contemporary 
perspective, and although these beliefs may not first appear to be rife in academia, that is that 
one may hold the belief that these opinions are isolated to popular opinion, this is not 
necessarily the case. Ergo most of the scholarship that we will be concerning ourselves with, 
in support of thiVWKHVLVLVEDVHGDURXQGUHIXWLQJPDQ\RIWKHVH³IDOVH´FODLPVLQDFDGHPLD
HVSHFLDOO\LQµUHOLJLRXVVWXGLHV¶DVZDVSRVVLEO\0OOHU¶VDJHQGDRYHURR\HDUVDJR7KRXJK
Müller presents three different types of definitions mainly etymological, historical, and 
dogmatic (which will be covered in greater detail in the section that follows) he found that the 
historical was perhaps the most important out of the definitions, and although somewhat 
outdated gives a very good summary as to why he decided to take this approach. He writes this 
of the Historical definition:  
We now come to historical definitions. What I call an historical definition is an account of these 
very changes which take place in the meaning of a word, so long as it is left to the silent and 
unconscious influences which proceed from the vast community of the speakers of one and the 
same language. Thus an historical definition of deus would have to show the various changes 
which led from deva, bright, as applied to the sun, the dawn and other heavenly phenomena, to 
the Devas, as powers within or behind these heavenly bodies, and lastly to the beneficent agents 
in nature or above nature, whom the Hindus called Devas, and the Romans dii. As the 
biography of a man may be called his best definition, what I call biographies of words are 
perhaps the most useful definitions which it is in our power to give (Ibid, vol 1 1889)  
 7KDWVDLGD ODUJHSDUWRIKLVVWUDWHJ\VHHPVWRZDQWWRGHPRQVWUDWHWKDWWKHZRUGµUHOLJLRQ¶
itself also has a history, which he does quite effectively. This is illustrated by Müller when he 
suggests that not only does our understanding of religion have a history that has been coloured 
by many years of differing interpretations, but so does the word itself. This is as equally 
beneficial to our understanding of the definition, because the two are interlinked. That is to 
say, if we understand that the word has a history we can better locate it in time and study the 
events as well as thoughts that may have shaped it into what we know of it today; clearly 
demonstrating that the shaping of this phenomenon did not happen overnight but instead it 
took centuries to evolve into what it is today. Müller explains this complex history in the 
excerpts that follow:  
We now come to what I called the historical definition, or what others might prefer to call an 
historical description of the fates of the word religio, while confined to its own nature soil. Most 
words, particularly those which form the subject of controversies, have had a history of their 
own. Their meaning has changed from century to century, often from generation to generation; 
nay, like the expression of the human face, the expression of a word also may change from 
PRPHQWWRPRPHQW«,ELG, vol 1 1889)  
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So long as the word religio remains on Roman soil, all changes of meaning seem perfectly 
intelligible, if only we take into account the influence of those fores which determine the growth 
of meaning in all words. Afterwards, when the word religio is transferred from a Roman to a 
Christian atmosphere, from classical to medieval Latin and the modern Roman dialects, from 
popular parlance to technical theology, the case becomes different. We then enter on purely 
dogmatic or self-willed definitions, the natural growth of language seems arrested, and all we 
can do is to register the various meaning which have been assigned to the word relgion by 
philosophers and theological of authority and influence. (Ibid, vol 1 1889)  
  
In many ways MüOOHU¶VDSSURDFKLVQRWWKDWGLIIHUHQWWKDQWKHPHWKRGRORJLHVXVHGDQGDGRSWHG
by many of the scholars that we have looked at thus far and those that we will be looking at. 
This becomes especially apparent by the recurring themes that seem to be prominent in this 
ILHOGDQGWKDWLVWKHZDQWDQGQHHGRIVRPHVFKRODUVWRPRYHµUHOLJLRXVVWXGLHV¶DZD\IURPWKH
realm of humanities into the realm of the social sciences. One of the most advocated ways of 
doing this (as we have seen and will see) is by focusing more on religion as a part of a whole 
rather than the whole itself, in other words by demonstrating that religion is not an isolated 
phenomenon and many factors, like cultural activities and ideologies, played a role in its 
development.  This is in many ways demonstrated by Müller when he makes a comparison of 
WKHGLIIHULQJGHILQLWLRQVEXWEHFRPHVPRUHDSSDUHQWZKHQKHVXJJHVWVWKDW³6RORQJDVWKH
word religio remains on Roman soil, all changes of meaning seem perfectly intelligible, if only 
we take into account the influence of those forces which determine growth of meaning in all 
ZRUGV´,ELG 
What Was, Is, and Will Be: The Etymological and Historical Definitions 
of Religion  
So far we have covered a great deal of ground concerning the complexities associated with 
religion, mainly the rather reductionist dichotomy that we seem to possess when it comes to 
FDWHJRULVLQJLWLQWRµWUXH¶DQGµIDOVH¶W\SHV,WKDValso been pointed out that the problems we 
seem to have in regards to it are not in many ways our fault. In other words our understanding 
of it has been skewed by centuries of misinterpretation and misplaced knowledge. What I have 
not yet pointed out is why this is the case.  This section will primarily be focused on this issue. 
However, in order to do this successfully we must first understand the historical as well as 
etymological definitions of religion as these are tied up as much in how we view and 
understand the word as it is in our misinterpretation of it. Knowing the history and etymology 
of the word provides us with a roadmap, so to speak, as to its movements through the centuries 
as well as the intellectual shift in our understanding of it.  At first glance it might appear that 
WKHPHWKRGRORJ\WKDW,KDYHDGRSWHGLVYHU\VLPLODUWR0OOHU¶VHVSHFLDOO\DVZHDUHORRNLQJDW
many different ways to define it; however as is demonstrated by a number of the scholars we 
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have looked at thus far, this is a popular approach because it is a good approach. It not only 
gave Müller a means to firmly place the study of religion into the natural sciences (as was his 
belief) but it gives the modern scholar a logical starting point in understanding the intellectual 
shift and movements of the word and how it has impacted our understanding of it.  King sums 
XS WKH LPSRUWDQFHRI WKLVDSSURDFKTXLWHVXFFLQFWO\ ³WKH WHUPFOHDUO\KDVDKLVWRU\ WKDW LV
bound up with the cultural and intellectual history of the West and deserves some attention in 
DQ\GLVFXVVLRQRQWKHQDWXUHRIµUHOLJLRXVVWXGLHV¶DVDGLVFLSOLQH´.LQJ. Though this 
approach is followed by a number of different scholars, as we will see, they go into different 
relative degrees of definition, some more in-depth than others but all still relevant to our point.    
2XU ILUVWGHILQLWLRQ LV3DGHQ¶VZKR LQIRUPVXV WKDW 7KHWHUPUHOLJLRQKDVEHHQXVHGTXLWH
GLIIHUHQWO\WKURXJKRXW:HVWHUQKLVWRU\´3DGHQ7KHUHDUHDQXPEHURIWKLQJVWRQRWH
here that are of importance. The first is that Paden informs us that the way in which we view 
UHOLJLRQLQWKH³:HVW´KDVFKDQJHGWKURXJKRXWKLVWRU\7KLVLVLPSRUWDQWEHFDXVHLWUHLQIRUFHV
to some degree what we point out above in regards to the shift in our understanding of the 
meaning of the word religion, how it has been influenced by outside as well as internal factors, 
and firmly identifies the fact that this evolution took a great deal of time to develop. The second 
is that this gives us an indication as to a recurring theme that is found throughout the 
VFKRODUVKLS DQG WKDW LV KRZ RXU LGHD RI µUHOLJLRQ¶ LV WLHG XS ZLWK RXU SULPDULO\ :HVWHUQ²
Christian--understanding of it. It will become clearer as to why this is the case in the 
paragraphs that follow. Thirdly and closely linked to the first point, Paden provides us with 
WKHXQGHUVWDQGLQJWKDWWKHZRUGµUHOLJLRQ¶LQRQHZD\RUDQRWKHUKDVQRWPHUHO\VKLIWHGEXW
DOVR³HYROYHG´WKURXJKWKHFRXUVHRIZHVWHUQKLVWRU\ZHVHHWKLVVXSHUILFLDOO\GHPRQVWUDWHGLQ
the Müller example above where he points out that the dogmatic definition of the word has 
shifted with the conversion from a Roman to a Christian atmosphere in the West (although 
WKH LQWLPDWH FRQQHFWLRQ EHWZHHQ µUHOLJLRQ¶ DQG ZHVWHUQ FXOWXUH ZDV QRW SLFNHG XS RQ E\
Müller) and that it was also influenced by the change in the  
Latin  language  itself  (Müller  1889  
http://www.giffordlectures.org/Browse.asp?PubID=TPNATR&Volume=0&Issue=0&ArticleI 
D=4).  
We get a very similar indiFDWLRQRI WKLVVKLIW LQ&DQWZHOO6PLWK¶V The Meaning and End of 
Religion 6PLWKDVKLVFKDSWHU³5HOLJLRQLQWKH:HVW´IRFXVHVRQWKHVHFKDQJHV,WPXVW
KRZHYHUEHQRWHGWKDWDOWKRXJK6PLWKSRLQWVRXWWKDWWKHWHUPµUHOLJLRQ¶ZHQWWKURXJKDVKLIW
from its Roman usage to its Christian, much like Müller, he takes it a step further by pointing 
out other words associated with the new Christian religious life that also came into focus:  
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$VZHKDYHVXJJHVWHGKRZHYHUWKHFRQFHSWRI³UHOLJLRQ´GLGQRWDOWRJHther keep pace with the 
new evolution. The Christian group, to verbalize the new life that they were experiencing and 
proclaiming, introduced in addition to ecclesia other elements of a new vocabulary. The most 
LPSRUWDQWZDVWKHQHZFRQFHSWRI³IDLWK´,Qaddition, however, they of course took over also a 
great many terms from the older religious life, which survive honourably until today: piety, 
reverence, devotion, divinity, ritual, chapel, to name a few from the Latin side. Among these 
was religio, which appears richly in Christian writing in Latin from the beginning. (Cantwell 
Smith 1962, 24).   
2IIXUWKHUQRWHDVLVLQGLFWHGE\WKHWLWOHRI&DQWZHOO6PLWK¶VFKDSWHU is that it also provides us 
ZLWKHYLGHQFHWRVXSSRUWP\HDUOLHUSRLQWRIWKHUHFXUULQJWKHPHWKH³ZHVW´IRXQGWKURXJKRXW
this scholarship. This approach as well as western theme has been adapted and adopted to a 
greater or lesser extent by many other scholars of religion like J.Z. Smith, Paden, Asad, King 
to name a few. It is interesting to note that even the definitions of these said changes in the 
usage of the word, throughout the ages (which is quite well documented) still seems to vary 
from interpretation to interpretation, and scholar to scholar, demonstrating further the fluid 
DQGUDWKHULQWHUSUHWLYHQDWXUHRI µUHOLJLRQ¶7KRXJKWKLVFDQEHDKLQGUDQFHLWLVVRPHWKLQJ
that must be expected throughout religious studies scholarship. In other words the research 
that we are engaging with is incredibly interpretive and because it will differ from scholar to 
scholar and person to person we must keep abreast of these differences and be cautious of 
them; this idea is also shared by Cantwell Smith who suggests that:   
We must be alert also lest we fail to grasp how the ideas behind even the same words vary, in 
subtle or profound ways, from thinker to thinker, from century to century, from community to 
community--so that we read into other people's minds ideas out of ours. (Cantwell Smith 1962, 
17)  
$IXUWKHUDUJXDEOHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQ3DGHQ¶VGHILQLWLRQRIUHOLJLRQDQGRWKHUVWKDWZHZLOO
EHORRNLQJDWLVWKDWKHLQIRUPVXVWKDW µUHOLJLRQ¶FRPHVIURPWKH/DWLQZRUG religio which 
during the Roman period meant VRPHWKLQJOLNHµVDFUHGREVHUYDQFH¶RUµSLHW\¶+HJRHVRQWR
H[SODLQIXUWKHUWKDW³WKHDQFLHQWVWKHPVHOYHVGHEDWHGZKDWWUXHreligio VKRXOGEH´EXWGRHV
not provide us with any details as to this debate or if this was actually the case (Paden 1992,1). 
He informs us further that Christianity appropriated the term and saw its own worship as the 
true form of religio (Ibid). However, this was short lived, as the Christian arguments over the 
concept of what is religio came to a head during the Reformation (Ibid). There is of course no 
mention of Cicero or more importantly Lactantius who according to Smith (1962, 27) was the 
first to present the idea of a true and false religion which was later adopted by church fathers; 
before Lactantius this concept was non-existent, there was no place in the cultural activity that 
was religio, IRUD³WUXH´IRUPRIZRUVKLSRQO\DQDSSURSULDWHIRUPRISUDFWLFH.LQJ.   
Additionally, the above is basically all Paden has to say about the etymology and history of the 




to suggest that this is perhaps part of the reason for our stunted representation of religion. 
That is not to say that Paden is personally responsible for this misinterpretation; but rather to 
suggest that if scholars like Paden present the history of religion as this simplistic it becomes 
simple to the observer. It is then falsely presented as a relatively simple and easily definable 
phenomenon that is only influenced by one or two events in history; in the case of Paden the 
events are, it was influenced by the Romans, the rise of Christianity, and finally the 
ReformaWLRQ ,Q PDQ\ UHVSHFWV 3DGHQ¶V YLHZ LV D UDWKHU WKHRORJLFDO RQH EHFDXVH LW IRFXVHV
primarily on a rather Christo-centric philosophy of religion. This as well as exhibiting religion 
as a simple concept is what we want to avoid in religious studies; especially if we want to 
present as true a story as possible. However, with that said Paden also provides us with a rather 
helpful understanding of religion (or at least our modern understanding of it) by suggesting 
that it is primarily Christian in its construction and origin, and that the term was adopted by 
the Christians to define their unique way of practice. It must be noted that despite this however 
he does not go into a great amount of detail about this either, so we get no indication as to 
what this practice entailed nor do we get a real sense of engagement with the history of the 
word before its adoption by the Romans; the most that he shares is that it was a Roman word 
WKDWPHDQW³VDFUHGREVHUYDQFH´RU³SLHW\´XQGHUUDWLQJWKHUHDOG\QDPLVPWKDWLVDVVRFLated 
with the word and its history. This is in contrast to Cantwell Smith, King, and to a lesser extent 
0OOHUZKHUHZHJHWDPXFKFOHDUHU LGHDRI WKH IOXLGLW\RI WKH WHUP µUHOLJLRQ¶DVZHOODV LWV
dynamic and evolving history. For instance Müller informs us that the word religion was 
DSSOLHGWRDQXPEHURIGLIIHUHQWFRQFHSWVQRWMXVW3DGHQ¶VµVDFUHGREVHUYDQFH¶DQGµSLHW\¶ 
Tracing the history of religio, we find it used in Latin in its original and wider sense of 
regard or respect, in such expressions as religio jurisjurandi, reverence for an oath, as 
distinguished from metus doerum, fear of gods. (Müller Natural Religion 1889 vol 1, 
http://www.giffordlectures.org/Browse.asp?PubID=TPNATR&Volume=0&Issue=0& 
ArticleID=4).  
Religio and metus occur frequently together, for instance, Cic. Ii. In Verr. 4, 45, 101, u team 
(cupiditatem) non metus, non, religio continteret, where we can translate the two words 
metus and religio by fear and awe, fear expressing the fear of men or of consequences, awe 
WKH IHDU RI WKH JRGV«VXFK H[SUHVVLRQV DOVR DV religio est facere aliquid do not refer to 
religious scruples only, by to any qualms of conscience«Ibid)  
After a time, however, religio became more and more defined as the feeling of awe inspired 
by thoughts of divine powers. Thus Cicero states, religio est quaea superioris cujusdam 
naturea quam divinam vocant curam caerimoniamque affert, µ5HOLJLRQ LV ZKDW EULQJV
with it the care and cult RIVRPHKLJKHUSRZHUZKLFKWKH\FDOOGLYLQH´$VZHILQGKHUH
religio and caerimonia placed side by side, we find likewise cultus and religio joined, the 




presented by Paden. For a start Müller does not merely suggest that the word religion meant 
µVDFUHGREVHUYDQFHV¶RUµSLHW\¶LQIDFWWKHUHLVQRPHQWLRQRIWKLV DWDOOLQ0OOHU¶VGHVFULSWLRQ
indicating that religio had many different meanings to the Romans, some of which may, at 
first glance, seem similar to our own understanding. This is reflected by Cantwell Smith who 
informs us that religio was, ³DWHUPWKDW eventually was used in a great variety of senses, even 
E\DVLQJOHZULWHUZLWKRXWSUHFLVLRQ´6PLWK7KRXJKWKLVPD\EHWKHFDVHLWLVYHU\
important that we do not read our own interpretations into these definitions as we must also 
take into account the many different factors that may have influenced them, including 
different aspects of Roman culture and society which is quite different from our own.   
King speaks of the importance in assessing its history and how it has been defined throughout 
KLVWRU\KHZULWHVWKDW³:KDWLVUHTXLUHGWKHUHIRUHLVDJHQHDORJ\RIWKH³P\VWLFDO´²that is a 
history of the idea that pays specific attention to the power dynamic involved in the way in 
ZKLFK LWKDVEHHQGHILQHG LQYDULRXVKLVWRULFDO FLUFXPVWDQFHV´ (King 1999, 8). Though this 
H[DPSOHDSSOLHVGLUHFWO\WRWKHGHILQLWLRQRIµP\VWLFDO¶UDWKHUWKDQµUHOLJLRQ¶.LQJODWHULQIRUPV
us that one should approach both in a similar vein and sets out to do just that (King 1999).  As 
has been mentioned previously, there are however complications that can arise when adopting 
this methodology. The first is that we need to take into account as is demonstrated by all of the 
different definitions of religio presented above, that not only do these definitions vary 
considerably from scholar to scholar but their meaning has changed and shifted through the 
DJHV.LQJZULWHVWKDW³2QHFDQXVHZRUNLQJGHILQLWLRQVLQDKHXULVWLFDQGSURYLVLRQDOPDQQHU
but these remain the historical products of culturally specific and politically implicated 
GLVFXUVLYHSURFHVVHV´,ELG,QRWKHUZRUGVLIZHDUHWRDSSURDFKWKLVVDWLVIDFWRULO\QRW
only do we have to take the ever changing definitions of the word as well as its multiple uses 
and meanings into account, but we must also be aware of the fact that these definitions do not 
H[LVWLQLVRODWLRQ7KLVLVSHUKDSVEHWWHUH[SODLQHGE\0F&XWKFKHRQZKRVWDWHVWKDW³«HPSOR\
WKHWHUPµUHOLJLRQ¶DVDWKHRUHWLFDOO\XVHIXOKHXULVWLFIRUHODERUDWLQJRQWKHP\ULDGRIQRUPDWLYH
discursive practices that sanction forms of individual action and social interaction and 
RUJDQLVDWLRQ«´ (McCutcheon 1997, 212). A problem that may arise if we neglect these 
warnings is that we may end up with an oversimplification of a term, much like the one 
presented by Paden; leaving us with a rather skewed or at least partial understanding of its 
KLVWRU\)RULQVWDQFHZHFDQJDWKHUDQXPEHURISRLQWVIURP3DGHQ¶VH[DPSOHWKHILUVWLVWKDW
the term religio LVROGDQGFDQEH WUDFHGEDFNWR WKH³5RPDQV´DQGWKHVHFRQG LV WKDt the 
meaning of the word changed at some random point in history, and lastly that it had to do with 
Christianity. How is any of this informative or helpful? Though it is fair to say that we have 
VRPHLGHDIURP3DGHQ¶VH[DPSOHWKDWWKHZRUGµUHOLJLRQ¶KDVa history he does not provide us 
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with a chronology of these changes and how the word has been used throughout history; so it 
is like viewing the history of religion through a murky and fractured lens.   
  
A Rose by Any Other Name...  
This leads to a more pressing concern, and that is that with such a brief as well as incomplete 
historical description of the word it leaves us with gaps in our knowledge that can be filled with 
invented meaning. In other words, we may read a meaning anachronistically into a word like 
µUHOLJLRQ¶HYHQWKRXJKWKDWPHDQLQJPD\QRWKDYHH[LVWHG IRU WKH5RPDQVDWDOO, leading to 
more difficulties with interpretation and understanding down the line. Cantwell Smith warns 
XVDERXWWKLVZKHQKHZULWHVWKDW³)LQDOO\DQGPRVWH[DFWLQJZH must be alert lest the concept 
that either they or we have in our minds be taken as axiomatically valid, so that we read our 
LGHDVLQWRWKHXQLYHUVHUDWKHUWKDQYLFHYHUVD´&DQWZHOO6PLWK$QH[DPSOHDVWRD
common mistake that could be made if reading this anachronistically would be to suggest that 
D µUHOLJLRQ¶ D EHOLHI DQG ZRUVKLS RI JRGV DV ZH XQGHUVWDQGLQJ LW WKURXJK D QXPEHU RI
definitions), existed in classical antiquity; although in certain respects this was the case as far 
DVµULWXDO¶DQGµWUDGLWLRQ¶ZHUHFRQFHUQHGDVZDVSRLQWHGRXWE\&DQWZHOO6PLWKDQG
King (1999, 34) their understanding of religion was not our understanding, they did not see 
UHOLJLRQ DV D µWKLQJ¶ WKDW ZDV IROORZHG E\ VSHFLILF SHRSOH ZLWK VSHFLILF EHOLHIV in gods and 
doctrines in mind. With that said however, in truth this is not a modern phenomenon; 
WKHRORJLDQVKDYHEHHQUHDGLQJWKHLURZQFRQWHPSRUDU\PHDQLQJVLQWRµUHOLJLRQV¶IRUFHQWXULHV
adding to the difficulties that we face in its interpretation in the 21st century. For a more 
historical example of how theologians have been reading their own meanings into the word, 
we turn to Harrison who writes this of theologians in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries:   
 
The belief of primitive monotheism went virtually unchallenged for the sixteenth and 
seventeenth century and was an implication not only of sacred history, but also of such related 
and often unspoken assumptions as 'truth is more ancient than error'...Proponents of the 
ancient theology, while accepting primitive monotheism as an axiom, made the further claim 
that true religion had been preserved intact in many pagan countries for a considerable time-
DOEHLWE\DVRSKLVWLFDWHGIHZ«7KHWH[WXDOHYLGHQFHIRUWKLVYLHZFDPHIURPVXFKZULWLQJVDVWKH
Hermetica, Orphics, and the Sibylline Oracles in which vestiges of true religion--God, 
immortality, creatio ex nihilio, the Trinity--were to be found. These writings were presumed to 
have drawn upon the wisdom of the Jewish patriarchs and to have predated Plato, who 
VXEVHTXHQWO\UHOLHGXSRQWKHPIRUPXFKRIKLVWKHRORJ\«+DUULVRQ 
Demonstrated primarily in the example above are the problems associated with centuries of 
UHDGLQJDQDFKURQLVWLFLGHDVLQWRµUHOLJLRQV¶:KDWZHFDQJDWKHUIURPWKLVH[Dmple is that from 
DWOHDVWWKHVL[WHHQWKFHQWXU\WKHRORJLDQVVDZµWUXH¶UHOLJLRQVDVEHLQJWKRVHWKDWZHUHEDVHG
on texts and one god; an ideology that has its origins in Christianity with its focus on the one 
true God and the bible. However the major problem that arises is that because these 
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theologians regarded a true religion to be one that was based on texts and monotheism, they 
falsely interpreted ancient texts as well as ancient beliefs as being true indicators of the truth 
RIWKHµRQH*RG¶KHQFHOHgitimising as well as reinforcing their own beliefs as the true beliefs.  
In other words, by proposing these false claims, they have in essence rewritten a history that 
suggests that Christianity is the one true faith because even the ancients had practiced it; even 
LILWZDVDPRUHµSULPLWLYH¶IRUPRIPRQRWKHLVP 
&DQWZHOO6PLWKEULQJV WKHVHSUREOHPV LQWR WKHSUHVHQWDVKH LQIRUPVXV WKDW³«PRVWRIXV
WRGD\KDYHEHFRPHDFFXVWRPHGWRDUHOLJLRXVRULHQWDWLRQWKDWLVTXLWHGLIIHUHQW«´&DQWZHOO
6PLWK   :H DOVR VHH WKLV UHIOHFWHG LQ 0OOHU¶V H[DPSOH ZKHUH KH PHntions in his 
description that religio was used in phrases that represented not only the fear of god(s) which 
is perhaps more closely linked (but not exclusively) to our own modern understanding of the 
word (and as is mentioned by Müller this became associated with the word at a much later 
VWDJHZKHUHWKHRWKHUSKUDVHVWUDQVODWHGE\0OOHUUHSUHVHQWHGDµIHDURIPHQ¶DQGµUHYHUHQFH
RIDQRDWK¶ZKLFKKDYHQRUHDOVLPLODULWLHVWRRXUPRGHUQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHZRUGUHOLJLRQ
It must be noted however that although they may not bear a resemblance to our definition of 
UHOLJLRQ WKH µUHYHUHQFH RI DQ RDWK¶ PD\ KDYH FORVHO\ VLPLODULW\ WR RXU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI
µUHOLJLRXVO\¶ WKDW LVGRLQJVRPHWKLQJUHOLJLRXVO\UDWKHUWKDQ µUHOLJLRXV¶WKHWUXHDQGIDLWKIXO
worshiper of a belief system. This is perhaps more clearly illustrated by Cantwell Smith who 
writes:  
To return: the early phrase religio mihi est  is illuminating. To say that such-and-such a thing 
was religio for me emna that it was mightily incumbent upon me tod o it (alternatively, not to 
GRLWERWKDUHIRXQGDVLVQRWXQXVXDOZLWKµPDQD¶µWDEX¶WKHKRO\WKHVDFUHG2DWKVIDPLO\
properties, cultic observances and the like were each religio to a man; or, showing the 
ambivalence, one could equally say that to break a solemn oath is religio, that is, is tabu-as we 
might say, is sacrilegious. (Cantwell Smith 1962, 20).   
The definition of the words presented by both Smith and King are also quite different than 
3DGHQ¶VDVWKH\JRLQWRPXFKJUHDWHUGHWDLODQGinterestingly (but not surprisingly) all of these 
definitions vary somewhat from Müller as well. For instance we learn from Smith that modern 
scholars (well modern at the time that he wrote his book) were at the time, and as we can see 
VWLOODUHµGLYLGHG¶ DVWRZKDWWKHµDFWXDO¶PHDQLQJRIWKHWHUPUHDOO\LVZDV6PLWK
This of course may relate back to the anachronistic problem that was mentioned earlier that is 
that perhaps some of the difficulty may lie with the fact that we are reading our own meanings 
onto the term. Cantwell Smith writes that:  
Modern scholars are divided as to whether it first designated a power outside man obligating 
him to certain behaviour under pain of threatened awesome retribution [relates to Müller 
description of fear of men²added by author], a kind of tabu, or the feeling in man vis-à-vis 
24  
  
such powers (or, indeed, whether the religious connotations are secondary developments from 
an originally secular word). The difference between the former two can easily become blurred, 
since these powers, we as outsiders would hold, were conceived subjectively ±though they were 
EHOLHYHGRUIHOWUHVLGHLQVRPHREMHFWLYHWKLQJRUSUDFWLFH7KXVWKDWLQZKLFKµPDQD¶ZDVIHOWWR
dwell, and the person whose scrupulousness towards it was vivid, were each termed religiosus. 
There were religiosae locae, sacred places and viri religiosi, reverent or devout persons careful 
in the conscientious fulfilment of the corollary prescriptions.(Cantwell Smith 1962, 20)  
As we can see by these examples there were many diverse meanings and also uses of religio 
which in many respects demonstrates its complexity or at least our inability to gain any real 
sense as to one meaning of it. We however get a further indication of its complexity in the 
works of KinJZKLFKJLYHXVDQLQGLFDWRUDVWRWKHPHDQLQJRIWKHZRUGIURPDµFXOWXUDO¶SRLQW
of view.  He suggests that this form of religio was associated with tradition. He writes that:  
The term religion, of course derives from the Latin religio In the pre-Christian era Cicero 
provides us with an etymology of the term relating it to relegere²to retrace or re-read. 
Thus religio LQYROYHV WKH UHWUDFLQJ RI µWKH ORUH RI WKH ULWXDO¶ RI RQH¶V DQFHVWRUV«7KLV
understanding of the term seems to have gained SURYHQDQFHLQWKHµSDJDQ¶5RPDQ(PSLUH
and made religio virtually synonymous with traditio. As such it represented the teaching 
RI RQH¶V DQFHVWRUV DQG ZDV HVVHQWLDOO\ QRW RSHQ WR TXHVWLRQ 3ULPDULO\ religio involved 
performing practices and paying homage to the gods. (King 1999, 35)  
This description varies somewhat from the definitions above as it provides us with a look at 
another associated term of religion, traditio. Interestingly enough we are not presented with 
religios connection to traditio in either Smith or Müller, the reason for this perhaps is due to 
the fact that King has a slightly different agenda. He is using this connection to demonstrate 
the cultural similarities between religio and traditio in antiquity in order to illustrate an 
important point; and that is through illustrating their cultural connection he is advocating a 
PRUHµFXOWXUDOVWXGLHV¶DSSURDFKWRUHOLJLRQ+HHYHQJRHVDVIDUDVWRVXJJHVWWKDWUHOLJLRXV
scholars should think of religion in a very similar vein to the Romans, as a cultural 
phenomenon not as a sui generis concept (King 1999, 11). Though he has a slightly different 
agenda this does not make his definition less valid, as it further illustrates the many differing 
meanings and uses of the term, strengthening our point about its complexity. Furthermore 
and more importantly with a little help from Smith, it highlights what appears at first glance 
to be only very subtle differences between our understanding of religio and those of the 
Romans, most apparent is its connection to this idea of performing certain practices to give 
homage to gods (Ibid). On closer scrutiny however these subtle differences are revealed as 
being quite alien to our own understanding further illustrating how easy it is to slip into 
anachronistic readings of the definition.  Smith looks at these differences a bit more closely 
DQGWKURXJKKLPZHFDQJHWDEHWWHULGHDDVWR.LQJ¶VRULHQWDWLRQ 
Also the ritual ceremonies themselves were designated religiones. Throughout Latin usage right 
to the end of its development the sense of rite, the outward observances of a particular practice, 




series of standardized acts. Whenever one meets the word in the later writers, the possibility 
must be borne in mind that this is what is meant. The religio of a specific god could then 
designate the traditional cultic pattern at his shrine. This particular way of seeing and feeling 
the world has largely lapsed, and most of us today have become accustomed to a religious 
orientation that is quite different (whether we accept it or not) we therefore need considerable 
imagination to conceptualize the Roman situation wherein the cultic practice was in some 
significant ways more important, more holy, than the god.  (Cantwell Smith 1962, 21). 
   
To elaborate on what has been written above, it is very easy for us to see where these perceived 
connections may arise. For instance these observances and practices seem relatively similar to 
those that members of a religious community may adhere to; for example, when a Catholic 
goes to mass the mass normally consists of worship, prayer, homily and the Eucharist, 
practices that are very much a part of what it is to be Catholic; one cannot be blamed for 
WKLQNLQJWKDWWKHUHLVYHU\OLWWOHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQKRZD&DWKROLFSUDFWLFHVKLVKHUµUHOLJLRQ¶
and the Roman religiones. However on closer inspection we can see where the difference lies 
and that is in the intent of the practitioner (and it must be noted that by using that term 
µSUDFWLWLRQHU¶,DPSODFLQJDQDQDFKURQLVWLFDQGYHU\ZHVWHUQL]HGWHUPRQWRWKH5RPDQEXW
more importantly in the activities that are stressed. From what we can gather from both King 
and Smith the ritual practices themselves were of the utmost importance to the Romans, not 
WKHJRGVRUWKHµGLYLQH¶LIZHFDQHYHQFDOOLWWKDWZLWKRXWSXWWLQJDKXJH&KULVWLQDVODQWRQWR
it), whereas in our own modern experience the community and practice is very much 
secondary to the god that we are going there to praise and to worship (at least from a 
functionalist and also popular Western perspective). In other words the Romans were more 
concerned with the activity of adhering to specific cultural practices; whilst we are concerned 
with following a specific reverence and reflections on a specific deity, the practice is in many 
UHVSHFWVVHFRQGDU\WRWKHZRUVKLS2QHJHWVWKHVHQVHWKDWWKHµKRO\¶RU µJRGV¶GLGQRWUHDOO\
figure greatly into the Roman ritual; it was merely par for the course; engaging in the correct 
SUDFWLFHZDVZKDWZDVRIWKHXWPRVWLPSRUWDQFH2QHLVRIFRXUVHYHU\µSDJDQ¶LQQDWXUHDV
both King and Smith attest to, whilst the other with its reverence toward a God and his works, 
and reflection on oneself and his/her personal relationship with said deity, is very Christian.  
So where did these ideas originate from? Though we have looked at the Roman term and have 
been given an indication that our understanding of it has changed throughout the course of 
KLVWRU\ ZH KDYH QRW DFWXDOO\ ORRNHG DW WKLV µURDGPDS¶ LQ DQ\ JUHDW GHWDLO Therefore it is 
important that we visualise where these changes occurred, especially pinpointing when the 
shift between the Roman understanding of religio and our modern more Christian 





was given to external aspects of the religious life, to systems of practices. Whereas in the 
Middle Ages the concern for the Christian West had been with faith--a 'dynamic' of the heart'-
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-in the seventeenth--FHQWXU\ DWWHQWLRQ VKLIWHG WR WKH LPSHUVRQDO DQG REMHFWLYH 
UHOLJLRQ
 ´
(Harrison 1990, 1). However both Smith and King give us a more precise idea as to where and 
when these ideas actually materialised.   
6PLWKEULQJVWRRXUDWWHQWLRQWKDWDOWKRXJKLWZDVQRWRXUPRGHUQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIµUHOLJLRQ¶
the idea of what we know of religio today can trace its conceptual beginning to the 1st century 
%&LQ&LFHUR¶VDe Natural Deorum (on the nature of gods)  DQG/XFUHWLXV¶VSRHPDe Rerum 
Natura (on the nature of things). King also suggests that it was from Cicero that we get an 
etymology of the term religio as he related it to relegere which means to re-trace or re-read. 
,OOXVWUDWLQJ IXUWKHU WKDW ³religio´ LQYROYHG WKH UHWUDFLQJ RI 
WKH ORUH RI WKH ULWXDO
 RI RQH
V
DQFHVWRUV´ IXUWKHU GHPRQVWUDWLQJ WKH VWUHVV SODFHG XSRQ FRUUHFW ULWXDO DQG D FRUUHFW
understanding as to how a ritual is performed (King 1999, 34). It is however important to note 
that although King presents us with this meaning of the word Cantwell Smith informs us that 
WKLVZDVQRWWKHRQO\UHDGLQJWKDWLVWKDW&LFHUR¶Vreligio was not only concerned with ritual 
and practices (although this was one of the more important aspects of religio) but that there 
was a second meaning that was concerned with attitude. An attitude that was not only carried 
by the practitioner but also felt through his practice.  Smith writes that:  
He has no only generalized but also very considerably softened the archaic meaning of religio 
as that awe that men felt in the presence of an uncanny and dreadful power of the unknown. 
<HWKHSUHVHUYHVWKDWRULHQWDWLRQE\WKLQNLQJRI LWDVDIHHOLQJDTXDOLW\RIPHQ¶V OLYHV7KDW
religio LVVRPHWKLQJZLWKLQPHQ¶VKHDUWVis once directly indicated. And in introducing what has 
UHPDLQHGHYHUVLQFHDQLPSRUWDQWGLVFULPLQDWLRQRIµUHOLJLRXV¶IURPµVXSHUVWLWLRXVSHUVRQVKH
bases the distinction between the two on the attitude with which as worshippers they perform 
their observances. (Cantwell Smith 23).   
Though we can slowly begin to see how our modern idea of religion may have come about 
HVSHFLDOO\ZLWK6PLWK¶VVXJJHVWLRQWKDW LWZDVDOODERXWKRZRQHIHOWZKHQSHUIRUPLQJWKHLU
observances, we get hints as to how the word may have evolved into what it has become. That 
being the case, King does not inform us as well as Smith as to how we arrived at our current 
understanding. In order to get a clearer picture as to how this occurred we turn once again to 
Cantwell Smith, who informs us that although these ideas were not our modern understanding 
of religion they were the precursor to it; and the reason for this was because people began to 
question things that were outside their usual everyday experiences, in essence they began to 
aVVRFLDWHWKH³JRGV´DQG³VSLULWV´RIWKHLUULWXDOVZLWKSKHQRPHQDWKDWWKH\FRXOGQRWVRHDVLO\
H[SODLQDZD\)RULQVWDQFH6PLWKVXJJHVWVWKDWZKHUHDV/XFUHWLXV³IRUWLILHGWKHVWUDQGWKDW
XVHGWKHWHUPWRUHIHUWRVRPHWKLQJµRXWWKHUH¶«&LFHUR¶VGHVLJQDWLRn was usually of something 
LQWHULRU WR SHUVRQV´ &DQWZHOO 6PLWK   $ UDWKHU VLPSOH H[DPSOH RI WKLV ZRXOG EH
thunder and lightning. To us in the 21st century it seems like a rather common weather pattern, 
but it is not hard to imagine it as being something as equally fascinating as it is frightening, 
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especially to someone who did not have the knowledge to elucidate the phenomenon. Though 
this may of course seem somewhat anachronistic, as we cannot be entirely sure as to what our 
ancestors thought of thunder and lightning, it was ideas such as these that gave rise to one of 
WKHILUVWWKHRULHVRIµUHOLJLRQ¶NQRZQDVWKH³IHDUWKHRU\´+DUULVRQ 
+DUULVRQ H[SODLQV WKLV WKHRU\ DV ³WKH ROGHVW NQRZQ 
WKHRU\ RI UHOLJLRQ
6H[WXV (PSLULFXV
credits the atomist Democritus with the authorship of this hypothesis. Democritus is said to 
have suggested that men became frightened when the sky thundered, imagining gods to be the 
FDXVHRIVXFKSKHQRPHQD´,ELG7KRXJK6PLWKGRHVQRWDWWULEXWHWKLVLQWHOOHFWXDOVKLIWWRWKH
³IHDUWKHRU\´DVLWLVQRWPHQWLRQHGLQKLVZRUNDWDOOLWLVQRWKDUGWREHOLHYHWKDWWKLVPD\
KDYHEHHQDIDFWRULQPDQ¶VUHOLDQFHRQKLs/her gods to explain the unexplainable. However 
with that said Smith informs us that these ideas were more significant than that. That is to say 
that when men began to question external factors and forces this in many ways marked an 
epoch, a moment of clarity and a change in our intellectual processing, which began the shift 
from a concept like religio, ZKLFKLVTXLWHDOLHQWRXVWRWKHHYHUVRIDPLOLDUZRUGµUHOLJLRQ¶+H
GHVFULEHVWKLVVKLIWDVDWLPHRI³SKLORVRSKLF(QOLJKWHQPHQW´ 
The important matter here one gets only incipiently. It does not come to fruition in 
Roman times, but is here adumbrated before lapsing again with the Augustan revival 
of the earlier Roman religious tradition and presently with the great sweep of the 
Church. Yet though it remains but a suggestions, one does get something of that 
SKLORVRSKLFµ(QOLJKWHQPHQW¶LQZKLFKWKHLQWHOOHFWVWDQGVDVLGHIURPDOOEHKDYLRXUDQG
contemplates it as an outsider, reflective or critical (Cantwell Smith 1962, 21-22)  
Though we have not even begun to scrape the surface of our modern concept of religion, in the 
examples above we can begin to see where and how this shift occurred, one thing is certain 
however and that is that it was a relatively slow process. This is commented on by Cantwell 
Smith wKRVWDWHVWKDW³WKHQH[WJUHDWGHYHORSPHQWLQWKHUHOLJLRXVVLWXDWLRQUHIOHFWHGVORZO\
DQGYHU\SDUWLDOO\LQWKHGHYHORSPHQWRIDQLGHDRIUHOLJLRQZDVDUDGLFDORQH«´,ELG+H
suggests that it was in the creation of an organized Christian community in the Mediterranean 
WKDWJDYHULVHWRWKHFUHDWLRQRID³QHZNLQGRIUHOLJLRQ´,ELG6PLWKIXUWKHULQIRUPVXVWKDW
WKLV³QHZNLQGRIUHOLJLRQ´DOVRLQWURGXFHGZKDWZRXOGEHFRPHDVLJQLILFDQWIHDWXUHRIWKLVQHZ
religion at this time and in generations to follow, the ecclesia. He writes that:  
    
The idea that the Christian community introduced, a quite new notion covering a quite new 
SKHQRPHQRQ ZDV WKDW RI µ&KXUFK¶ *UHHN DQG /DWLQ ecclesia), for the structured²and 
dynamic²community that was injected into the previously rather amorphous religious life of 
the Greco-Roman world. Men who previously had known (and a handful of whom had just 
EHJXQWRVSHFXODWHDOLWWOHDERXWDPXOWLWXGLQRXVFRQJHULHVRIUHOLJLRXVSUDFWLFHVUHODWLQJ«WRD
diversity of gods, places, and occasions, now found themselves confronted or challenged by or 
living triumphantly within a new and large-scale order of systemized and coherent religious life 




In regards to the word religio what we gather from King is that the meaning of the word religio 
that we have adopted for our use tends to come from the writing of Lactanius, writing that 




The shift in the meaning of the term religio in a Hellensitic Christian context remains highly 
significant in our attempt to understand the way in which the concept of 'religion' is understood 
in modern Western culture. Modern discussions of the meaning and denotation of the term 
religio tend to follow Lactantius' etymology, thereby constructing a Christianized model of 
religion that strongly emphasizes theistic belief (whether mono-, poly-, heno-, or panthesistc in 




LVQRWDSSHDOHGWRGLUHFWO\µUHOLJLRQLQD&KULWLDQDQGSRVW-Christian) context now becomes a 




conception of the nature of religion. In the early Christian context, one consequence of this shift, 
or course, was the construction of a plethora of heretical movements inculcating what could 
now be seen as various forms of heterodox belief systems. (King 1990, 37)  
  
Lactantius had a massive impact on our Western understanding of religion. We can in many 
respects credit him as the progenitor of our very binary understanding of religion, after all if it 
ZDVQ¶WIRUKLPZHZRXOGSHUKDSVQRWVHHUHOLJLRQLQTXLWHWKHVDPHZD\WKDWZHGRLQWKHZHVW
DV³RXUV´DQG³WKHLUV´DQG³WUXH´DQG³IDOVH´6PLWK,WZDV/DFWDQWLXVWKDWFDQEH
credited with the semantic shift that would occur in our understanding of the word, as he was 
the first to associate religio with the concepts of true and false. This came about because of his 
need to demonstrate that in the light of cultish pagan practices (religio) that he found incorrect 
DQGLQPDQ\UHVSHFWV³KHUHWLFDO´&KULVWLDQLW\ZDVWKHFRUUHFWSDWKWRIROORZ 
The next step taken by Lactantius, is still more arresting. To express his conviction that the 
ZRUVKLS RI *RG LQ WKH &KULVWLDQ &KXUFK¶V ZD\ LV ULJKW ZKHUHDV REVHUYLQJ WKH SUDFWLFHV DQG
ceremonies of the traditional cults is wicked, vain, and wrong, he introduces the terms vera 




It is apparent from what we have looked at thus far that religion is a very difficult word as well 
as concept to define accurately. That being the case how is it at all possible to appropriate what 
a religion is or is not?  The answer to this question is a relatively simple one, we cannot. 
+LQQHOOVXVHVWKHIROORZLQJDQDORJ\WRGHVFULEHWKHGLIILFXOW\LQGHILQLQJUHOLJLRQ³5HOLJLRQV
might be compared to diamonds; they have many facets; they can be seen from many angles, 
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but the pictures are too complex for DQ\ZULWHUWRVHHWKHZKROH´+LQQHOOV+RZHYHU
in order to understand religion we must first understand its complex history, which in many 
ways was presented above, at least etymologically. There is however more than one definition 
RIµUHOLJLRQ¶ and in order to understanding and come to grips with our modern understandings 
of the term (regardless of how accurate or inaccurate) it is imperative that we are familiar with 
these varying definitions.  In order to understand a few of these definitions let us return to 
Müller who categorised the definition of religion into three distinctive categories, one of which, 
the etymological we looked at extensively. The other two are historical and dogmatic, examples 
of these are as follows:  
  
Etymological Definintions of Religio²The etymological definition of relgion has attracted 
considerable interest among theologians, owing to that kind of tacit persuasion that the 
HW\PRORJ\RIWKHZRUGPXVWVRPHKRZRURWKHUKHOSWWRGLVFORVHLWVUHDOPHDQLQJ«VRPXFKIRU 
the etymology of religio, which in its first concepts can only have meant respect, care, reverence. 




Historical Definition of Religio²We now come to what I called the historical definition, 
or what others might prefer to call an historical description of the fates of the word religio, while 
confined to its own native soil. Most words, particularly those which form the subject of 
controversies, have a history of their own. (Ibid)  
  
Dogmatic Definition²We have now to consider the third class of definitions, which I called 
dogmatic. They differ from the etymological and historical definitions in that they give us the 
opinions of individuals, whether theologians or philosophers, who take upon themselves to say, 
not so much what religion does mean or did mean, but what it shall mean. There is generally 
something dictorial in such definitions. (Ibid)   
  
Though the scholarship I have looked at thus far has sprung up mainly in the last 15 years or 
so, defining religion has always been a problem. To emphasise the difficulty in defining 
religion as is illustrated by William Cantwell Smith and J.Z. Smith we need only to look above, 
as although Müller has categorised these definitions into three types they are in no way 
complete or for that matter definitive, as they only reveal three possible definitions types. The 
SUREOHPZLWKGHILQLQJµUHOLJLRQ¶LVHPSKDsized by Müller who suggests in his Natural Religion 
WKDW³3UDFWLFDOSHRSOHREMHFWWRVXFKTXHVWLRQVDQGFRQVLGHUDQ\DWWHPSWWRDQVZHUWKHPDV
PHUHZDVWHRIWLPH´,ELG,WDOVREHFRPHVUDWKHUREYLRXVLQORRNLQJDWKLVNatural Religion 






If the Science of Religion is to be treated as one of the natural sciences, it is clear that we 
must begin with a careful collection of facts, illustrating the origin, the growth, and the 
decay of religion. But we shall find it impossible to do so, unless we first enter on a 
preliminary and, I must add, a somewhat difficult inquiry, namely, what is meant by 
religion. Unless we can come to a clear understanding on that point, we shall fins it 
impossible to determine what facts to include, and what facts to exclude in collecting our 
evidence for the study of religion (Ibid).   
  
  
If scholars have struggled since the 19th century to define the term religion and an entire 
discipline sprung up that deals primarily with the question of its definition, how is it that we 
are still quite confident that we know its definition? More importantly and perhaps more 
alarmingly how is it that despite the fact that scholars have difficulty defining the term it has 
been possible to conceive of and accept hundreds of possible definitions of religion? I will only 
be focusing on 4 definitional categories. It is suggested by Olson that not only can religion be 
defined but that the definitions fall into four general categories. These are: experiential, 
substantive, functionalist, and family resemblance (Olson 2003, 4) ; Olson identifies 
these classifications of definitions as follows: the first experiential tries to identify 
experiences and feelings associated with religious practice; the substantive definition 
examines the beliefs associated with various religions and seeks a common denominator (i.e. 
the belief in spiritual beings); functionalist theory presupposes that everyone possesses 
certain individual and social needs that must be met, and religion becomes identified with a 
system of beliefs and practices, and family resemblance which states that religions are 
bound together in a family by a network of overlapping similarities and not by any strict 
identity (Ibid 3, 4, 55, 123).   
The first that will be covered is the experiential; we see this represented by Ninian Smart in 
his 6-7 dimensional model where he writes that:  
  
And it is obvious that the emotions and experiences of men and women are the food on 
which the other dimensions of religions feed: rituals without feeling are cold, doctrines 
without awe and compassion are dry, and myths which do not move hearers are feeble. 
So it is important in understanding a tradition to try to enter into the feeling which it 
JHQHUDWHV«6PDUW 
6PDUWUHPLQGVXVWKDWWKHLPSRUWDQFHRIH[SHULHQFHZDVFHQWUDOWR5XGROI2WWR¶VPHWKRGRORJ\
DQGWKDWLWZDVKH>2WWR@ZKRFRLQHGWKHZRUGµQXPLQRXV¶WR refer to the feelings that were 
DURXVHGGXULQJDULWXDORUDµUHOLJLRXV¶SUDFWLFH7KRXJK2WWRZDVWKHILUVWWRFRLQWKLVSKUDVH
the concept of experiential religion is reflected in the work of William James (1902) in his 






RI P\VWLFLVP VLQFH -DPHV KDV EHHQ WKH VWXG\ RI µDOWHUHG VWDWHV RI FRQVFLRXVQHVV¶ DQG WKH
SKHQRPHQRQ FRQQHFWHG ZLWK WKHLU DWWDLQPHQW´ .LQJ   7KLV µDOWHUHG VWDWH RI
FRQVFLRXVQHVV¶LVEURXJKWRQIURPZKDW-DPHVGHVFULEHVDVH[SHULHQFHVZKHUH³WKHUHOLJLRXV
VSLULW LVXQPLVWDNDEOHDQGH[WUHPH´DQG LV³«DFRPSOH[«WHQGHU«VXEPLVVLYH«DQGJUDFHIXO
VWDWHRIPLQG´-DPHVZKLFKKHIXUWKHUGHILQHVDV³RQWKHZKROHDUHOLJLous state of 
PLQG«´ -DPHV  7KRXJK WKLV H[DPSOH GRHV QRW GLUHFWO\ SDUDOOHO 2WWR¶V SKUDVH
mysterium tremendum et fascinans (Otto, 1950) and even at first glance contradicts it at least 
from a psychological perspective, -DPHVVXJJHVWVWKDWµWKHUHOLJLRXVPLQG¶LVDSHDFHIXOPLQG
that results in positive experiences (especially if one is a devout religious follower). This is 
VXJJHVWHG E\ WKH IDFW WKDW WKH H[DPSOHV -DPHV¶ XVHV WR GHVFULEH WKHVH H[SHULHQFHV LQFOXGH
anecdotes featuring what he regards as goRG SHRSOH ZLWK GHYRXW PLQGV  2WWR¶V
adjectival phrase seems to indicate that the feelings brought on from ritual practice are feelings 
of terrible fear inspired awe that come about through ritual practice, worship and communion 
with a higher power.   
Both James and Otto are defining religion as a personal experience; and although at first these 
experiential definitions may appear culturally inclusive, they only remain so if you are of the 
RSLQLRQWKDWDOOµZRUOGUHOLJLRQV¶FRQVLVWRIDIRUPRIKRO\EHLQJWKDWLQVSLUHVDµUHOLJLRXVVWDWH
RIPLQG¶RUµIHDUIXODZH¶,WLVEHFDXVHRIWKHVHJURVVRYHUJHQHUDOLVDWLRQVWKDWWKHH[SHULHQWLDO
definitions of religion are highly criticized. That said, a greater reason for rejecting these forms 
of definitions are due to the fact that they include some sort of experience, emotion, altered 
state of mind, or feelings some type of unquantifiable state of being. Additionally these 
GHILQLWLRQVVHHPWREHVXJJHVWLQJWKDWWKHVHµVWDWHV¶DSSO\WRHYHU\RQHWKDWSUDFWLFHVDreligion. 
For instance you may be an individual who is a devout {insert title here} attends a community 
JDWKHULQJUHOLJLRXVO\EXWQHYHUH[SHULHQFHVDQ\IHHOLQJRIDZHZKHQSUDFWLFLQJKLVKHUµIDLWK¶
does that mean that he/she is not practicing a religion or is irreligious because they do not feel 
inspired by an ultimate being or feeling of awesomeness? No, but this definition seems to 
assume that everyone has this experience nonetheless. More importantly I agree with King 
when he criticizes the definition IRU QHYHU GHDOLQJ ZLWK ³KLJKO\ UDUHILHG DQG QRQ-sensory 
H[SHULHQFHV´.LQJDVKRZFDQZHVWHUQVFKRODUVSURPRWHDQH[SHULHQWLDOGHILQLWLRQ
of religion that is so highly dependent on personal, and non-quantifiable experiences, when it 
is invested in providing testable, quantifiable and objective hypotheses? This is an 
impossibility; and in any other laudable field of study would be rejected on the grounds that it 
is based on highly questionable, nontestable, and interpretative subjectivity.  
In order to deal with the problems raised by non-testable hypotheses proposed by definitions 
like the experiential, scholars of religion and theology have attempted to put religion into more 
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testable, definable and tidy definitional categories. Two of these categories are the substantive 
and functionalist definitions.   Though Olson provides us with a general idea of their functions 
DQGGLIIHUHQFHVWKH\DUHGHVFULEHGLQPXFKJUHDWHUGHWDLOLQ*RUGRQ/\QFK¶VLQWURGXFWRU\WH[W
book Understanding Theology and Popular Culture. Lynch describes the substantive 
definitions (at least his) as understanding religions as characterized by certain core elements, 
e.g., belief in deity/deities or other supernatural force, people who have special religious roles 
such as priests or shamans, sacred scriptures or traditions, rituals, and sacred space (Lynch 
  2OVRQ VXJJHVWV WKDW VXEVWDQWLYH GHILQLWLRQV RI UHOLJLRQ ³H[DPLQH>V@ WKH EHOLHIV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKYDULRXVUHOLJLRQVDQGVHHNVDFRPPRQGHQRPLQDWRU´2OVRQ He 
further suggests that this core element is the belief in a transcendental being, as was suggested 
by E.B. Tylor in 1871. This of course has been followed by other substantive definitions like 
Ross (1901, 197) which defined religion as a belief in the uQVHHQ3DUVRQ¶V DQG
more recently Swatos and Gustafson (1992) who identify that substantive definitions may also 
question the social relationship that are built around beliefs in the supernatural having the 
potential of creating ethical consequences; all of which regardless of methodology and area of 
study represent the substantive definition as being related in some way to a supernatural entity 
or transcendent being.    
Although there are many arguments against this definition mainly presented by critics of 
religious studies like Cantwell Smith, J Z Smith, King, Fitzgerald, due to its very obvious 
monotheistic undertones which fall short on the consideration of non-western religions like 
Theravada Buddhism, it is regarded as a decent approach by some scholars because it reflects 
DQGDOVR³encompass[HV@ZKDWRUGLQDU\SHRSOHPHDQZKHQWKH\WDONDERXWUHOLJLRQ´%UXFH
1995, ix). One such scholar is sociologist of religion Steve Bruce. He writes that a definition of 
UHOLJLRQ VKRXOG ³ILW ZLWK EURDG FRmmon-VHQVH UHIOHFWLRQV´ ,ELG ,Q RWKHU ZRUGV KH LV
suggesting that our definitions of religion should reflect the beliefs and understanding that 
³RUGLQDU\SHRSOH´XQGRXEWHGO\KDYHDERXWZKDWDUHOLJLRQLV%UXFHZULWHVWKDW 
Religion, then, consist of beliefs, actions, and institutions which assume the existence of 
supernatural entities with powers of action, or impersonal powers or processes possessed of 
moral purpose (Ibid)  
Though his intentions seems admirable especially as he is putting a specific emphasis on the 
µRUGLQDU\SHUVRQ¶DQGKRZWKH\XQGHUVWDQGUHOLJLRQ,ZRXOGVXJJHVWWKHUHDUHDQXPEHURI
SUREOHPVZLWKKLVGHILQLWLRQV7KHILUVWLVZKDWLVPHDQWE\µRUGLQDU\SHRSOH¶7KLVLVVXFKD
broad term with a plethora of interpretations. That is to say that in a credible academic field 
of study if a generalisation such as this is made it must be backed up with sufficient data and 
strong evidence, which Bruce does not do. Furthermore, how can one deem someone 




LGHDV RI ZKDW D µUHOLJLRQ¶ LV DQG PRUH LPSRUWDQWO\ ZKDW WKH\ PD\ GHHP DV RUGLQDU\"$V LV
proposed by SmitKDQGVWUHQJWKHQVP\SRLQW³WKHVWXGHQW>RULQWKLVFDVHVFKRODURIUHOLJLRQ@
PXVWEHDEOHWRDUWLFXODWHFOHDUO\ZK\ µWKLV¶UDWKHUWKDQ µWKDW¶ZDVFKRVHQDVDQ examplum´




but by using that word we are moving into murky and rather disputed territory as the 
VRFLRORJLVW¶VXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIQRUPLVQRWWKHVDPHDVWKHSV\FKRORJLVW¶VDQGZHKDYHQRWHYHQ
added the ordinary persons understanding. Even if we give Bruce the benefit of the doubt and 
say that he is writing for a primarily European audience by basing his definition on the term 
µRUGLQDU\¶ KH LV IDOOLQJ IRXO RI WKH VDPH SOLJKW WKDW SODJXHV WKH H[SHULHQWLDO GHILQLWLRQV RI
religion, subjectivity.   
Furthermore, the definition is assuming that all individuals coming from all different cultural 
backgrounds including the Theravada Buddhist tradition believe in a supernatural entity (a 
very western idea as we will see in the scholarship of Smith and Dubiosson that follows) which 
is not the case for this branch of Buddhism. Though he seems to get past this difficulty with 
UHIHUHQFHWR³LPSHUVRQDOSRZHUVRUSURFHVVHVpossessed of moral purpose´%UXFHL[LW




some power, practice, beliefs, and code of conduct that governs his/her life, well-being, and 
actions. If this were the case then Theravada Buddhism and all other branches of Buddhism 
would easily fit this definition because they rely heavily on following a code of practice. 
However in avoiding the narrowness that is presented by other substantive definitions (i.e. 
HOLPLQDWLQJWKHUHOLDQFHRQ³FRUHHOHPHQWV´KHKDVFUHated a definition that is too general and 
LQFUHGLEO\EURDG,QRWKHUZRUGVLIDUHOLJLRQLVGHILQHGE\³LPSHUVRQDOSRZHUVRUSURFHVVHV
SRVVHVVHG RI PRUDO SXUSRVH´ ,ELG KRZ GRHV RQH GUDZ D OLQH EHWZHHQ %XGGKLVP DQG
Vegetarianism, especially if the vegetarian is vegetarian because he/she believes that they have 
a moral obligation to protect all creature from harm; further demonstrating the many 
problems associated with the substantive definition of religion. Those are that regardless of 
how broad or narrow these definitions may appear to be they are too open to interpretation 
and impossible to quantify.   
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In contrast the functionalist GHILQLWLRQ³GRHVQRWDVVXPHWKDWUHOLJLRQLVFKDUDFWHULVHGE\
certain core elements, but by its ability to perform certain functions for individuals or wider 
VRFLHW\´/\QFK,QKLVGHILQLWLRQRIWKHIXQFWLRQDOLVWDSSURDFKKHVWDWHVWKDWLW³KDV
been identified with three different functions within society that religions potentially serve. 
The first is social; the second existential/hermeneutical; and the third is the transcendent´
(Ibid 28); the social, being, what Emile Durkheim proposed as one of the major functions of 
religion. That is that through shared religious experiences it provides people with a community 
or group that they feel a part of. Furthermore, it binds people into a social order of shared 
beliefs and values that provides a structure for their everyday lives (Durkheim 1915). In other 
words it segregates people into separate groups and influences as well as dictates how they are 
WROLYHWKHLUOLYHV,WPXVWEHQRWHGWKDW1LQLDQ6PDUW¶VPHWKRGRORJLHVZHUHPHDQWWRPRYH
comparative religion away from the Durkheimian association of religion with society so that 
the concept of religion could become more cross culturally-orientated (Smart 1978). This is a 
JURVVRYHUVLPSOLILFDWLRQRI6PDUW¶VPHWKRGRORJ\EXWLWLOOXVWUDWHVWKHSRLQWWKDWWKLVGHILQLWLRQ
has its own difficulties, even though they try to encompass a broader scope of definition.   
7RLOOXVWUDWHWKLVSRLQW,WXUQWR<LQJHUZKRVWDWHVWKDWWKHIXQFWLRQDOGHILQLWLRQLV³DV\VWHPRI
beliefs and practices by means of which a group of people struggle with the ultimate problems 
RIKXPDQOLIH´<LQJHU$VLVGHPRQVWUDWHGE\<LQJHUthe functionalist definitions are 
concerned with the role religion plays within our lives, whether this is societal, psychological 
or purposeful. These definitions are not concerned with beliefs and structures but what 
religions do for groups as a whole. This is of course clearly defined in the Durkheimian 
approach that concerns itself with the function that religion plays in society (1915). The second 
function proposed by this definition is the Existential/hermeneutical as suggested by Geertz, 
which is that religion provides people with a set of resources (e.g. myths, rituals, symbols, 
beliefs, values, narratives) that may help them to live with a sense of identity, meaning, and 
purpose (Geertz 1973). And finally the transcendent, as proposed by Hick who suggests that, 
religion provides a medium through which people are able to experience "God" the numinous 
or the transcendent (Hick 1990). The main problem with these definitions is that they are 
prone to reductionism. In other words we may reduce religion to nothing more than an 
institution that has a specific effect on society.   
When presented with the evidence above how do the substantive definitions vary from their 
functionalist counterparts? The definitions of these approaches, as presented above (Lynch 
2005, 28) do not seem to vary all that much from their substantive counterparts. For instance 
Olson tells us that the substantive definitions of religion include the examination of beliefs in 
spiritual beings. This being the case, how is this any different than what is proposed by Hick 
(1990) as the transcendent? In other words in order for religion to fill the third functionalist 
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category as is identified by Lynch (2005), that is the existential/hermeneutical function, does 
it not assume that one has to have a god or supernatural being to communicate with in the first 
place? The point being addressed is that regardless of how broad or narrow we may think that 
substantive and functionalist definitions are and whether we prefer one to the other we cannot 
ignore the fact that some of the definitions at one point or another include a God or 
communion with something beyond our understanding.   
2QHRI)LW]JHUDOG¶VPDMRUFULWLFLVPVRIWKLVVFKRODUVKLSLVWKDWLWUHOLHVSULPDULO\RQWKLVFRQFHSW
that in order for a religion to be a religion it must possess some relation with a transcendent 
being; this is further illustrated by both Fitzgerald (2000) and Sharpe (1986) in regards to 
0OOHU¶VZRUNWKDWLVWRVD\WKDWUHJDUGOHVVDVWRKRZWKLVµEHLQJ¶LVXQGHUVWRRGRUUepresented, 
whether as the Infinite, God, or transcendent being  it seems difficult to conceive of a religion 
without some form of transcendent being. Even though  Fitzgerald freely admits that Ninian 
Smart tried his best to come up with a methodology (phenomenology) that would combat the 
traditional Eliade idealism, that concerns itself  with this understanding that in order for a 
µZRUOGUHOLJLRQ¶WRILW WKHGHILQLWLRQRID µUHOLJLRQ¶ LWPXVWEHGHSHQGHQWRQDQRQWRORJ\RID
transcendent being (Fitzgerald 2000, Smart 1978); Smart does not escape from this ideology 
entirely as this is in certain respects one of the core catalysts for his experiential and emotional 
dimension; although he does not refer to the transcendent directly, in mentioning the awe 
inspiring experiences of Buddha and Muhammad, and the spiritual visions that drive shamans 
onto their spiritual quests, he is inadvertently referencing the transcendent  (Smart 1989, 11-
12)   
)LW]JHUDOGVWURQJO\EHOLHYHVWKDWIRUDOORI6PDUW¶VJRRGLQWHQWLRQVmost notably in regards to 
formulating a means to   compare world religions as equally as possible, and further as a means 
to break free from traditional ideologies that are ensconced in our understanding of religion 
KHVWLOOEHOLHYHVWKDW6PDUW¶VFRQFHSWof religion is based primarily on a  
³PHWDSK\VLFDOUHLILFDWLRQW\SLFDORIHFXPHQLFDOWKHRORJ\ ? ?Fitzgerald 2000; 58, Smart 1978) He 
EDVHVWKLVRQ6PDUW¶VVL[RUVHYHQGLPHQVLRQDOFRQFHSWWKDWZDVXQGHUVWRRGE\)LW]JHUDOGWR
be an analytical model and not a GHILQLWLRQDORQHHYHQWKRXJKLQKLVRSLQLRQ³DGHILQLWLRQLV
LPSOLHGLQWKHPRGHO´DVLW³SUHVXSSRVHVWKDWWKHGHILQLQJFKDUDFWHULVWLFRIDUHOLJLRQLVDEHOLHI
LQJRGVRUDWUDQVFHQGHQW´)LW]JHUDOG,QSULQFLSOH6PDUWLVGRLQJKLVEHVWWREUHak 
away from the perceived norms that make up a definition of religion, primarily the belief in 
WKHWUDQVFHQGHQWDQGKHGRHVWKLVE\VWDWLQJWKDW³WKHUHDUHSOHQW\RISHRSOHZLWKGHHSVSLULWXDO
FRQFHUQV«ZKRPD\QRWWKHPVHOYHVUHFRJQL]HDQ\WKLQJDVWUDQVFHQGHQW´6PDUWEXW
by mentioning that this is how we understand religion is he not effectively supporting the 
point? In other words he does not deny that it does exist merely that not all people experience 
it.    
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Fitzgerald suggests in his Religious Studies as an Ideology that this idea of the transcendent 
found its route in the eighteenth century around the time of the Enlightenment. He suggests 
WKDWWKLVLGHRORJ\ZDVDVSHFLILFDOO\WKHRORJLFDOSURMHFWLRQWKDW³VWUHWFKHGWKHPHDQLQJRI*RG
and related biblical Judaeo-&KULVWLDQQRWLRQVVXFKDV«DYDVWUDQJHRIQRWLRQVDERXWXQVHHQ
SRZHUV´)LW]JHUDOG+HDSSOLHVWKLVPRUHIRUPDOO\WRWKHFRQFHSWVRIDVXSHUQDWXUDO
being as is proposed by one of the substantive definitions above. Fitzgerald states that when 
relating the belief of a divine being as one of the core natures of religion that it gives rise to 
³LQWUDFWDEOHSUREOHPVRIPDUJLQDOLW\´,ELG+HXVHVH[DPSOHVRIJKRVWVZLWFKHVHPSHURUV
ancestor gods and even film stars to support his point.  In other words he is demonstrating 
WKDWZKDWPDNHVXSDµGLYLQHEHLQJ¶LVLQPDQ\ZD\VLQWHUSUHWDWLYHDQGWKHUHIRUHXQVXSSRUWDEOH
(Ibid). Though the concept of an infinite or transcendent being seems to make up the majority 
of definitions related to religion that we have seen, and will see, Fitzgerald suggests that the 
more comparative assumptions related to religion are made up of other primarily  
PRQRWKHLVWLFFDWHJRULHVVXFKDVZRUVKLSVDFULILFHµJRG¶UHOLJLRXVWH[WVDQGVRRQDQGVRIRUWK
Fitzgerald informs us that these are based primarily on a classification system that he suggests 
DUH³«GRPLQDWHGE\-XGHR-&KULVWLDQFRQFHSW«´,ELG 
So what is religion? From what we have seen so far our understanding of it seems to be based 
primarily on the fact that we only understand it through these marginalised definitions; and 
furthermore that these definitions or ideologies are often based on a very Western and 
Christian model as to how we understand religion. In other words they possess characteristics 
of Christian ideology, most notably the concept of a god-head of some description or another, 
religious texts, ritual, religious ceremonies and the like; although these are not the only 
characteristics that make up our definition. These as well as other aspects or essences of 
UHOLJLRQDUHEHOLHYHGWRUHSUHVHQWZKDWPDNHVXSWKHµWUXH¶GHILQLWLRQVRIUHOLJLRQDVRSSRVHG
WRWKHµIDOVH¶,WDOVRSURYLGHVXVZLWKFRPPRQFKDUDFWHULVWLFVWKDWUHSUHVHQWUHOLJLRQVDQGDOORZ
us to better compare them cross culturally (Smart 1978). Although this form of categorization 
is under some dispute by religious scholars like Cantwell Smith and J.Z. Smith as well as many 
others that followed in their footsteps, many of which have been mentioned above, these 
definitions VWLOOKROGVZD\DQGSURPLQHQFHLQWKHµZKDWLVDUHOLJLRQ¶GHEDWH7KLVZD\RIORRNLQJ
at religion as a mirror of Christian values is more clearly emphasised by Fitzgerald (2000) who 
believe that the reason for this is that these definitions have a strong tendency towards 
monotheism by focusing primarily on monotheistic themes. There have been attempts in the 
SDVWWRUHPRYHWKHRORJLFDODVSHFWVIURPWKHVWXG\RIUHOLJLRQ6PDUW¶VZRUNEHLQJDQH[DPSOH
of such an attempt) but both Sharpe (1986) and Fitzgerald (2000) believe they have failed 
EHFDXVH WKH\ KDYH DOZD\V EHHQ LQVWLOOHG ZLWK WKHRORJLFDO XQGHUWRQHV DV WKH\ ZHUH ³KHDYLO\
ORDGHG´ZLWKZHVWHUQ&KULVWLDQDVVXPSWLRQVDERXW*RGDQGFUHDWLRQ)LW]JHUDOG
This suggests that although it is true that the work of Max Müller was moving away from a 
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primarily Christian framework by adopting a more natural religion motif (as was 
demonstrated in a previous section) in hindsight it is rife with monotheistic assumptions 
(Fitzgerald 2000, 34). Primarily the assumption that all humans are born with some need or 
DQRWKHUWRKDYHDUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKDXQLYHUVDOµLQILQLWH¶6KDUSH 
God Has No Religion: Religion as a Western Construct  
Above we have traced the history of the etymology, we have learned that the meaning of the 
term has had a very fluid history and that it has shifted with, as well as through, time. It has 
seen many changes from its use in the Roman era--as a means to define the practices of rituals 
of a given group of peoples--to its representation by the early church fathers as a means to set 
&KULVWLDQLW\DSDUWIURPRWKHUEHOLHIVDVWKHµWUXH¶EHOLHI. Finally, we have seen its shift to what 





its elucidation would develop in tandem. For this reason 'religion' was constructed along 
essentially rationalist lines, for it was created in the image of the prevailing rationalist methods 
of investigation: 'religion' was cut to fit the new and much-YDXQWHG VFLHQWLILF PHWKRG´
(Harrison 1990, 2). Though from the examples above its transformation through time is rather 
obvious, what we have not yet covered is how we in the 21st century understand religion.   
There are a number of questions that we must address in order to assess this sufficiently. The 
first is how did these changes affect our modern understanding of religion; and lastly and most 
importantly how do we understand religion in the 21st century? Though the answers to these 
questions are very dependent upon varying objective and subjective interpretations, it is worth 
DVNLQJWKHPHVSHFLDOO\LIZHDUHWRWUXO\XQGHUVWDQGWKHFRQFHSWµUHOLJLRQ¶0RUHLPSRUWDQWO\
LQRUGHUWRSURYLGHDWKRURXJKLQYHVWLJDWLRQLQWRWKHZRUG µUHOLJLRQ¶ LW LV LPSRUWDQWWKDWZH
know not only how the use of the word changed and differed through time, but also how these 
ideas differ from our modern understanding of it. It goes without saying that in order to do 
this efficiently we must first familiarise ourselves with our present understanding of the term. 
7KHWHUPµSUHVHQW¶LVXVHGEHFDXVHDV ZHKDYHVHHQDQGZLOOVHHWKHFRQFHSWµUHOLJLRQ¶LVDUDWKHU
fluid concept that has shifted through time and in many ways is still shifting. Therefore, this 
state of constant flux must be taken into account when coming to terms with our modern 
understandiQJRIWKHSKHQRPHQDµUHOLJLRQ¶7KLVLVVXSSRUWHGE\&DQWZHOO6PLWKZKRVWDWHV
that:   
Next may be noted the sheer fact of change. The world is in flux, and we know it. Like other 
aspects of human life, the religions aspect too is seen to be historical, evolving, in process. Any 
modern endeavour to clarify what religions is, must now include a question as to what at various 
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stages of development religion has been. And it does not venture on some speculation as to what 
it may become in the future, at least there is recognition that, like everything else that we know 
on earth, religion may be expected to continue to change (Cantwell Smith 1962, 2). 
   
This concept of the ever changing and evolving nature of religion is also commented on by 
King who writes that³GHILQLWLRQVVKLIWRYHUWLPHRIFRXUVHDQGPRGHUQQRWLRQVRIP\VWLFLVP
>ZKLFKZHDUHDSSO\LQJWRµUHOLJLRQ¶DVKHGRHV@GLIIHUVLJQLILFDQWO\´.LQJ7KRXJK
we may have varying ideas of how we regard religion, and this is made apparent by the many 
differing substantive, functionalist and experiential definitions (naming only the most 
common known categories of definitions), it is safe to assume that a popular understanding of 
UHOLJLRQLVWKDWLWKDVVRPHIRUPRIDµEHOLHILQJRGJRGVRUVRPHµGLYLQHEHLQJ¶DVZDVWRXFKHG
upon in the previous section. However, changing definitions are not all there is to our 
XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIµUHOLJLRQ¶DVDFRQFHSW7KLVLVLOOXVWUDWHGLQRXUFDWHJRULVDWLRQVRIµPDMRU¶DQG
µPLQRU¶UHOLJLRQV7KHPDMRUEHLQJµUHOLJLRQV¶OLNH&KULVWLDQLW\,VODP%XGGKLVP7KRXJKWKH
definition(s) of religion have something to do with how we define as well as differentiate 
EHWZHHQDµPDMRU¶DQGµPLQRU¶UHOLJLRQ\HVWKLVLVEDVHGRQWKHIROORZHUVRIVDLGEHOLHIVEXW
also on the set definitions (although highly varying) that we base our understanding of religion 
on; thus illustrating a crucial problem with our understanding of religion even at the most 
basic of levels.   
$VVRRQDVZHGHILQHUHOLJLRQVDVµPDMRU¶DQGµPLQRU¶ZHDUHLQHIIHFWLPSO\LQJWKDWRQHµUHOLJLRQ¶
is in essence more superior than another; reflecting in many ways an imperialistic attitude; an 
attitude that has been a part of our Western mind-set and understanding of religion since at 
least the nineteenth century. This is supported by Asad who informs us that:  
Nineteenth century evolutionary theorists, including those we today call Anthropologists, 
insisted on a single distinction between rationality (which they identified essentially with 
European civilization) and irrationality (which the ascribed to varieties of primitivism, 
SV\FKRORJLFDORU VRFLDO«7KHVH WKHRULVWV ZHUHQRWDOZD\V IXOO\ DZDUH WKDW WKHLU FRQFHSWRID
single substantive rationality was one of the faces of power. On the contrary, the tended to 
believe that power was a means for instituting rationality throughout the less civilized world for 
that world's benefit. In the twentieth century, this belief took a more explicit political form: 
translating the liberal conception and practice of "the good society" into every corner of the 
non-western world (Asad 1993, 232)  
   
This forced and in many ways unfair and also manufactured distinction that we possess in the 
21st FHQWXU\LQUHJDUGVWRµPDMRU¶DQGµPLQRU¶UHOLJLRQVLVLOOXVWUDWHGTXLWHSODLQO\DERYe. Those 
EHOLHIVWKDW$VDGUHIHUVWRDVµLUUDWLRQDO¶ZHUHNQRZQDVµQDWXUDOUHOLJLRQV¶DQGLQPDQ\ZD\V
ZHUHIROORZHGE\OHVVµFLYLOL]HG¶FXOWXUHVDQGWKRVHWKDWZHUHSDLUHGZLWKµUDWLRQDOLW\¶DQGµORJLF¶
were associated with the West which was regarded aVD µKLJK¶DQGµFLYLOL]HG¶¶FXOWXUH7KHVH
Enlightenment attitudes are reflected even in the terms rational and irrational as is stated by 




of this general approach reflected in the works of A.M. Fairbairn in his Studies in the 
Philosophy of Religion and History (1876) where he divides religion into those practiced by 
µSULPLWLYHV¶DQGSHRSOHVLQµDQWLTXLW\¶DQGWKRVHSUDFWLFHGE\WKHPRUHFLYLOL]HGDQGPRGHUQ
UDFHV +H UHIHUV WR WKHVH DV WKH µKLJK UHOLJLRQV¶ DQG WKH µQDWXUDO UHOLJLRQV¶ -= 6PLWK DOVR
FRPPHQWV RQ WKLV GLYLVLRQ ZKHQ KH ZULWHV WKDW ³1LQHWHHQWK--century anthropological 
DSSURDFKHVIRFXVHGRQLQFUHDVLQJWKHQXPEHURIµQDWXUDO¶UHOLJLRXVFDWHJRULHVHVSHFLDOO\IRU
µSULPLWLYH¶ SHRSOHV WKRVH KHOG WR EH µQDWXUH SHRSOHV¶«2IWHQ PLVWHUPHGHYROXWLRQDU\ WKHVH
theories conceded no historical dimensions to those being classified but rather froze each 
HWKQLFXQLWDWDSDUWLFXODUµVWDJHRIGHYHORSPHQW¶RIWKHWRWDOLW\RIKXPDQUHOLJLRXVWKRXJKWDQG
DFWLYLW\´ 6PLWK  +HGRHV KRZHYHU LQIRUP XV WKDW )DLUEXUQ DGMXVWHG WKLV UDWKHU
antiquated as well as limiting categoULVDWLRQRI UHOLJLRQ WRRQH WKDW ZDV OHVV µGXDOLVWLF¶ DQG
slightly more varying; although it still reflected a rather imperialistic nineteenth century 
DWWLWXGH WKH VHSDUDWLRQEHWZHHQ µXV¶ DQG µWKHP¶ WKH SULPLWLYHYV WKH FLYLOL]HG 6PLWK
276).  J.Z SPLWKGHVFULEHV)DLUEDLUQ¶VFKDQJHDVWKXV 
«VXFK WKDW WKH XOWLPDWH GXDOLW\ ZDV EHWZHHQ VSRQWDQHRXV DQG QDWXUDO UHOLJLRQV DQG
"instituted religions," with the latter having two classes, each characterized by the same 
powerfully positive Protestant term: "Reformed Natural" (including the archaic religion of 
Israel ["Mosaism"] Zoroastrianism, Confucianism, Taoism), and "reformed spiritual" limited 
only to the triad (Buddhism, "Mohammedanism," and Christianity). All other "religions" fell 
into one of three classes of "natural", the replacement term for the older category, "idolatry" 
(Ibid, 278).  
  
Harrison informs that this attitude was also prominent in the philosophies and elucidations of 
the Cambridge Platonists in the Enlightenment, who were in effect influenced by the earlier 




«LI QHJOHFWHG FDWHJRU\ LQ WKH WKHRORJ\ RI WKH &DPEULGJH
Platonists. It forms the basis of some of the more negative evaluations of the other religions. 
While the Cambridge school extolled the virtues of natural relLJLRQ«,WKDVWREHERUQHLQPLQG
that the Platonists developed natural religion in response to a crisis of authority which had been 
SUHFLSLWDWHG E\ WKH 5HIRUPDWLRQ«¶$QLPDO UHOLJLRQ¶ PXVW EH XQGHUVWRRG LQ WKH FRQWH[W RI
Platonic interpretation of the Fall. For the Platonists, the Fall meant primarily a fall into the 
material world of sensuality. Reason, which was essentially spiritual in nature, could survive 
the Fall intact only to the extent that it was not subjugated to lower material desires. When that 




man so to speak, in many ways this was the sWDUWRIWKHFRQFHSWVRIµOHVVHU¶UHOLJLRQVEHLQJWKRVH




primitive natures and their connection to more material and animalistic desires. This also 
SURYHGWREHDJRRGMXVWLILFDWLRQWRPHPEHUVRIWKH5HIRUPDWLRQDVWRWKHSUHVHQFHRIµUHOLJLRXV
GLYHUVLW\¶ LQ WKH ZRUOG ,ELG :KDW LV LQWHUHVWLQJ WR QRWH LV WKDW LQ WKH H[FHUSt above the 
RYHUODSEHWZHHQ)DLUEDLUQ¶VZRUNDQGWKRVHRIWKH&DPEULGJH3ODWRQLVWVLVUHDGLO\DSSDUHQW
:HFDQVHHWKH3ODWRQLVWV¶LGHDVRIµDQLPDOUHOLJLRQ¶DVZHOODVWKHLUFRQFHSWRIµQDWXUDOUHOLJLRQ¶
UHIOHFWHGLQ)DLUEDLUQ¶VFDWHJRULVDWLRQRIUHOLJLRQ above.   
Illustrated very clearly by this example are the influencing and contributing attitudes to our 
RZQPRGHUQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIUHOLJLRQHVSHFLDOO\WKHFRQFHSWRIµRXUV¶DVRSSRVHGWRµWKHLUV¶
that we keep returning to. A better example of our modern representation of this phenomenon 
is reflected by Cantwell Smith when he writes about his 20th century contemporaries. He states 
WKDW³1RUPDOO\SHUVRQVWDONDERXWRWKHUSHRSOH
VUHOLJLRQVDVWKH\DUHDQGDERXWWKHLURZQDV
LWRXJKWWREH´&DQWZHOO6PLWK 1962, 49); strengthening our argument that this imperialistic 
ideology is still a major part of our understanding of religion. In the 21st century it is very easy 
for us to believe that our attitude towards religion has changed, especially when we live in an 
age that propagates open-mindedness; innovation; and progressiveness; we would like to 
believe that we perceive religion in a very similar open-minded and inclusive way. I am not 
suggesting that we do not do this, I am merely pointing out that we, in the West,  cannot escape 
from centuries and centuries of Christian and imperialistic ideological influences. We can see 
this inescapable ideology illustrated in a recent article written on the 1st of February 2013, in 
the Telegraph, on the subject of the importance of religion.    
,Q WKLV DUWLFOH /RUG 5RZDQ :LOOLDPV VWDWHG WKDW ³'Religion has always been a matter of 
community building, a matter of building relations of compassion, fellow-feeling and, dare I 
VD\ LW LQFOXVLRQ´ (http://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/religion/9841063/Richard-
Dawkinshttp://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/religion/9841063/Richard-Dawkins-attacks-
irrelevant-religion-in-Rowan-Williams-debate.htmlattacks-irrelevant-religion-in-Rowan-
Williams-debate.html, accessed on June 17th 2013 by author at 9:16 AM). It must be further 
added WKDWGHVSLWHWKHIDFWWKDW/RUG:LOOLDPVGHVFULEHVUHOLJLRQDV³DOOLQFOXVLYH´ZHFDQQRW
deny the fact that he is looking at religion through a very Christianized lens (also note the 
rather functionalist slant of this understanding), this is not purely based on his background 
EXW LV DSSDUHQW E\ WKH µXV¶ DQG µWKHP¶ DWWLWXGH SUHVHQWHG LQ WKH DUWLFOH )RU LQVWDQFH ERWK
Dawkins and Williams agreed on the fact that our idea of human rights was influenced by 
UHOLJLRQ ³He added [Williams] that modern attitudes towards human rights had their 
IRXQGDWLRQVLQUHOLJLRXVWUDGLWLRQV´,ELG,WLVLQWHUHVWLQJWRQRWHKRZHYHUWKDWWKHEHOLHIVRI
both Dawkins and Williams are in a sense rather misguided, through perhaps no fault of their 
own. That is to say that many wesWHUQHUVKDYHEHHQOHGWREHOLHYHWKDWDOOµUHOLJLRXVWUDGLWLRQV¶
have similar ideas of morality because Christianity is grounded in certain concepts of morality; 
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ergo because Christianity is grounded in certain moral beliefs and practices all religions must 
have similar qualities. As we have seen these beliefs are in many ways quite inaccurate and 
also antiquated to the point that they are no longer accepted as valid arguments in certain 
academic fields, as they reflect a rather biased, reductionistic, and imperialistic attitude. Asad 
states that:  
In much nineteenth century evolutionary thought, religion was considered to be an early human 
condition from which modern law, science, and politics emerged and became detached (1). In 
the century that followed most anthropologists have abandoned Victorian evolutionary ideas, 
and many have challenged the rationalist notion that religion is simply a primitive and therefore 
outmoded form of the institutions we now encounter in truer form (law ,politics, science) in 
modern life (Asad 1993, 27).   
  
In reference to the above Dawkins hinted that these same human rights were not reflected in 
Islam, when he makes the comment that ''If I were a cultural Muslim, I would have something 
to say about that faith's appalling attitude to women and various other moral points'' (Ibid); 
VXJJHVWLQJWKDWWKH³IDLWK´KDVVRPHWKLQJWRGRZLWKWKLVDWWLWXGHQRWWKHFXOWXUHLQZKLFKWKHVH
attitudes are prevalent. What is further suggested by this comment is not only a religious 
divide between Christianity and Islam, but a cultural divide. Worth noting is that this divide 
seems to be understood by Dawkins as well as Williams to have its primary roots in religion. 
This is made even more apparent by the comments made by Dawkins who views himself as a 
³FXOWXUDO $QJOLFDQ´ DQG PHQWLRQV KRZ KH ZRXOG YLHZ KXPDQ ULJKWV LI KH ZHUH D ³FXOWXUDO
0XVOLP´WKRXJK LW LVXQFOHDUZKDWKHPHDQVE\ WKLV 7KLVGHPRQVWUDWHV WKH LPSHULDOLVWLF
FRQFHSWRIµRXUV¶DQGµWKHLUV¶TXLWHFOHDUO\,WPXVWEHQRWHGKRZHYHUWhat it is likely that these 
opinions were not meant in this way, yet they reflect a dogma that has been created through 
centuries and centuries of ideological building blocks.   
More importantly what this indicates is that this attitude is still prevalent in the 21st century 
and has even influenced those individuals that we would describe as being the educated elite, 
yet they cannot escape past influences.  That said the ideals expressed by these two individuals 
although echoing much of the imperialistic attitude represented by J.Z. Smith are by no means 
solely created by shifting attitudes in the past. That is to say that these ideas do not only reflect 
a history of ideas but the religious climate of the 21st century coloured by world changing events 
like 9/11; the war on terror; and most recently the Boston bombings. However, if we were to 
listen to the media and how people speak about these events ( as we so often do) one would 
get a rather jumbled picture that religion is the main cause of these travesties. Though it may 
have some influence on the way we in the west perceive certain things McCutcheon warns us 
DERXWEHOLHYLQJWKDWWKLQJVDUHDVVLPSOHDVWKLV+HZULWHVWKDW³«H[DPLQHFDUHIXOO\PHGLD
government, and scholarly interpretations of other specific historical episodes and 
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demonstrate the way in which it may have been economically, socially, or politically beneficial 
for a specified group to portray events as essentially and exclusively religious rather than say, 
SROLWLFDORUPLOLWDU\´0F&XWFKHon 1997, 176).  
Though it may be the case that we cannot ignore the fact that other factors may also be involved 
LQKRZZHYLHZµUHOLJLRQ¶HVSHFLDOO\LQWKHst FHQWXU\UHIOHFWHGLQ'DZNLQV¶FRPPHQWRQWKH
µFXOWXUDO0XVOLP¶DQGWKHLUEUHDFKRIKXPDQULJKts; this does not necessarily mean that we 
should totally disregard the fact that concepts in the past have coloured our views at present, 
DVWKLVDWWLWXGHRIµXV¶DQGµWKHP¶LVDUHDOSKHQRPHQRQWKDWLVRIWHQDGRSWHGE\WKH:HVWZKHQ
GHDOLQJZLWKRWKHUµZRUOGUHOLJLRQV¶7KLVLVQRWRQO\PDGHDSSDUHQWE\WKHFRPPHQWVVWDWHG
by Dawkins and Williams above, but is also illustrated  by the author of this said article who 
ZULWHV WKDW ³Early in his address, Prof Dawkins made a provocative comparison between 
ChrLVWLDQDQG,VODPLFWUDGLWLRQVGHVFULELQJKLPVHOIDVD³FXOWXUDO$QJOLFDQ¶,ELGDubuisson 
author of The Western Construction of Religion VXSSRUWVWKLVSRLQWZKHQKHZULWHVWKDW³LWLV
through its categories that we conceive of others, and that these others, who are most often 
VXEMHFWWRRXULQIOXHQFHFRQFHLYHRIWKHPVHOYHV´'XEXLVVRQGHPRQVWUDWLQJWKDW
this attitude is still quite prevalent in the 21st century.  In illustrating these attitudes J.Z. Smith, 
Asad, Harrison and Dubuisson are educating us as to why we carry these misconceptions, and 
where our judgements regarding religion have originated from, illustrating an even greater 
FRPSOH[LW\DVVRFLDWHGZLWKRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIµUHOLJLRQ¶ 
,WVFRPSOH[LW\EHFRPHVPRUHREYLRXVWKHFORVHUZHVFUXWLQLVHWKHZRUGµUHOLJLRQ¶LQLWVSUHVHQW
incarnation; and what becomes quite apparent, through this scrutiny, is that in the modern 
era we have many different definitions but also interpretations of it. Not merely in terms of 
µRXUV¶DQGµWKHLUV¶RUµZKDWPDNHVZKDWDUHOLJLRQ¶RUHYHQE\PHDQVRIVXJJHVWLQJWKDWRQH
EHOLHILVEHWWHURU µWUXHU¶WKDQDQRWKHUDQGWKHUHIRUHDPRUHDFFHSWDEOHEHOLHIHYHQWKRXJK
these ideas are never far from certain defiQLWLRQVRIUHOLJLRQEXWZHXVHWKHWHUPµUHOLJLRQ¶LQ
a myriad of different ways to mean a myriad of different things, even though in the west we 
seem to share the understanding that all religions follow a set criteria. For instance Cantwell 
Smith believes that in additions to the myriad of different definitions of it (though this is not 
mentioned by him) there are at least four distinct ways in which we use and understand the 
ZRUGµUHOLJLRQ¶+HZULWHVWKDW  
First, there is the sense of a personal piety. It is with this meaning that we are thinking today 
ZKHQZHXVHVXFKSKUDVHVDV
+HLVPRUHUHOLJLRXVWKDQKHZDVWHQ\HDUVDJR¶«6HFRQGO\DQG
thirdly, there is the usage that refers to an overt system, whether of beliefs, practices, values, or 
whatever. Such a system has an extension in time, some relation to an area, and is related to a 
particular community; and is specific. In this sense, the word has a plural and in English the 
singular has an article. In each case, however, there are two contrasting meanings: one, of the 
system as an ideal, the other, of it as an empirical phenomenon, historical and sociological. 
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Normally persons talk about other people's religions as they are, and about their own as it ought 
to be. (This is a basic reason why 'religion' in the plural has maintained from the beginning a 
different meaning from the singular.) Those without a faith of their own think of all 'religions' 
as observably practised. Hence insiders and outsiders use the same words while talking of 
different things. Finally, there is 'religion' as a generic summation, 'religion in general'. Its 
meaning is inevitably derived in part, for anyone using it, from his sense of the other three. Is 
so far as it is historical, it is as complex as all 'the religions' taken together. Is as far as it is 
personal, it is as diverse as the men whose piety it synthesizes.(Cantwell Smith 1962, 48-49)  
  
It is interesting that Smith should pick out these four distinctive ways in which we understand 
religion however with that said Smith has categorised it in such a way that makes it much 
easier for the student of religion to interpret and to also engage with, and keeping in mind that 
Smith writes for his audience over 50 years ago these ideas still apply to our modern 
understanding of religion. This is apparent by the fact that a great deal of our present 
VFKRODUVKLSRQµUHOLJLRQ¶VWLOOGHDOVZLWKPDQ\RIWKHDVSHFWVWKDW6PLWKSUHVHQWVDERYH)RU
LQVWDQFHPXFKRIWKHSKHQRPHQDPHQWLRQHGLQ6PLWK¶V ILUVWDQGVHFRQGH[DPSOHVDSSO\WR
many functionalist as well as substantive definitions of religion that we hold today. That is the 
ideas that religion provides us with a set of resources like some form of symbology, belief, 
values etc. which Lynch lumps into his Existential/hermeneutical function. With that said, 
leaving the more functionalist approach behind and opting for a more substantive definition 
LWFRPPRQO\NQRZQWKDWUHOLJLRQFRQVLVWVRIVSHFLILFRUµFRUH¶HOHPHQWV/\QFK-28).   
In accordance with the above these elements would be what are mentioned by Cantwell Smith 
DV³DV\VWHPRIEHOLHIVSUDFWLFHVYDOXHVRUZKDWHYHU´6PLWK)XUWKHUPRUHZHFDQ
see how these ideas are still reflected in our modern era when we break them down into more 
precise and more contemporary terms. For instance, many individuals today still view religion 
as a sense of personal piety; as a way of explaining set beliefs (these core ideas) of a set group 
RI SHRSOH DQG DOVR DV D PHDQV WR GLVWLQJXLVKLQJ EHWZHHQ ³XV´ DQG ³WKHP´ ZKLFK LV D YHU\ 
common classification of religion as we have seen; as was eloquently supported by J.Z. Smith 
and mentioned in an earlier section (Smith 276, 1998). That is not to mention that (in 
UHIHUHQFHWR&DQWZHOO6PLWK¶VILQDOSRLQWUHOLJLRQLVVWLOOVHHQDVDVHSDrate sphere from the 
secular. In terms of its separation from the secular, it must be noted that this has not always 
been the case. The separation between the religious and the secular came about during the 
VL[WHHQWKDQGVHYHQWHHQWKFHQWXU\³7KHJUHDWUHYolutions in science and religion which took 
place in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries thus paved the way for the development of a 
VHFXODUVWXG\RIWKHUHOLJLRQV«´+DUULVRQDQGZDVODWHUVROLGLILHGLQWKHHLJKWHHQWK




attitudes toward historical time (salvation expectations) were combined with the newer, 
secular practices (rational prediction) to give our modern idea of progress" (Asad 1993, 19).   
7KHSRLQWVDERYHDUHEDFNHGXSE\&DQWZHOO6PLWKKLPVHOIZKRZULWHVWKDW³7KHILUVWVHQVH
discriminates religion in a man's life from indifference (or rebellion). The second and third 
(possibly intermingled) discriminates one religion from another; the fourth discriminates 
IURPRWKHUDVSHFWVRIKXPDQOLIHVXFKDVDUWRUHFRQRPLFV´&DQWZHOO6PLWK$SDUW
IURPJHWWLQJWKHVHQVHWKDWLQGLYLGXDOVKROGFHUWDLQLGHDVRIUHOLJLRQDQGWKHUDWKHUµSUHFLVH¶
UROHV WKDW LW SOD\V LQ DQ LQGLYLGXDO¶V OLIH ZKDW DSSHDUV WR EH DSSDUHQW LQ &DQWZHOO 6PLWK¶V
H[DPSOHLVWKDWWKHUHLVDJUHDWGHDORIµGLVFULPLQDWLRQ¶WDNLQJSODFHKHUH7KLVLVKRZHYHUQRW
unsurprising given its history as well as how it has been interpreted or in many respects 
misinterpreted through the ages. It is important to remember that a great deal of the 
scholarship that we are focusing on in this thesis deals with such misinterpretations and 
misrepresentations. What makes this even more interesting is that on closer inspection it 
seems as though our 21st century understanding of it is merely reflective of the changing 
relationship that we have had with it throughout the ages. In other words our modern use of 
WKH ZRUG µUHOLJLRQ¶ LV LQ PDQ\ ZD\V DQ DPDOJDPDWLRQ DQG D PLQRU UHIOHFWLRQ RI RXU SDVt 
understanding of it, as well (as we have seen) our changing attitudes towards it. Though this 
may seem somewhat obvious the point being made is that although we cannot say that our 
modern understanding of religion is the same as it once was in the Roman era, or for that 
matter in the medieval, we cannot ignore the fact that we can see remnants of its coloured past 
reflected in our present understanding of the phenomenon.   
Not only have these ideas been a conscious part of our understanding of religion but they are 
also subconscious; that is to say that the shift did not only affect the definition of the word but 
LWKDVDOVRDIIHFWHGKRZZHLQWHUDFWZLWKWKHSKHQRPHQRQWKDWLVµUHOLJLRQ¶. After all is that not 
one of the reasons for tracing its history so thoroughly? That said, we can see an example of 
this if we return to the Roman definition of religio. Was it not the name for the cultural 
practices of a particular group of people? Therefore, if we were to strip the activities associated 
with our modern understanding of religious ritual down to its bare bones, that means in many 
ways to divest it of its Christian influence (as it has coloured as well as in many ways dictated 
KRZ ZH YLHZ D µUHOLJLRQ¶ DQG SUDFWLFH LW ZH ZRXOG VHH WKDW WKHVH DFWLYLWLHV DUH QRW WKDW
dissimilar from one another. After all when we go to church or temple are we not engaging in 
some form of ritual that pays homage to a supernatural being (at least in one interpretation)? 






is to say that the Romans as well as the modern Christian or Muslim is engaging in a cultural 
activity when he/she attends church or the mosque. The problems arise when we put a name 
WRWKDWDFWLYLW\DQGVHWLWDSDUWIURPRWKHUVLPLODUFXOWXUDODFWLYLWLHVDVLVVWDWHGE\.LQJ³ZKDW
is required however, is an approach to the study of religions that takes seriously both the 
material and the political on the one hand and the cultural and religious on the other as 
PXWXDOO\LPEULFDWHGGLPHQVLRQVRIKXPDQH[LVWHQFH´.LQJ7KDW LVWRVD\WKDWZH
VKRXOG QRW VHSDUDWH UHOLJLRQ IURP RWKHU µGLPHQVLRQV RI KXPDQ H[LVWHQFH¶ 5HWXUQing to a 
question proposed in the last section, what makes the activity performed during a religious 
ceremony any different than a spiritual dance or bowing to shinzen before Kendo practice? 
Though one is in effect paying homage to a shrine when bowing to shinzen this practice is not 
set apart from the Martial Arts training, it is all a part of the same ritual practice.   
Though we can see the logic in this, accepting this stance is easier said than done as what has 
been made apparent and will only be reinforced in the paragraphs that follow, is that we have 
(for lack of a better word) been programmed over two thousand years to view religion in a very 
particular way, and this way includes very particular criteria that we measure all other 
religions by, incluGLQJ KLMDFNLQJ WKH ZRUG µULWXDO¶ WR PHDQ UHOLJLRXV SUDFWLFH RI VRPH NLQG
Furthermore, to see our religion as the same as the Romans would be doing a huge disservice 
in many ways to the two thousand years of history that has patterned as well as shaped our 
western consciousness. Though viewing these things in the way that King and others suggest 
is in many ways hugely beneficial to the study of religion, as it offers a rather new and more 
systematic approach to it, it is perhaps too idealistic for us as researchers (and we can see this 
stance supported in much of the material we have used for this thesis) to accept that everyone 
will so easily abandon their understanding of religion regardless as to how inaccurate these 
beliefs may be. After all, the way that we understand religion today is a reflection of a long and 
colourful history of complex ideas, which is not easy to escape from.   
That said, if we were to even slightly alter our very skewed idea of religion (that is 
understanding it as something it is not and this of course comes through the help of theses 
VXFKDV WKLVZHFDQVHH WKDW LQPDQ\ZD\V&DQWZHOO6PLWK¶V VHFRQGDQG WKLUGFDWHJRU\RI
religion do echo the Roman religio in the sense that these categories reflect cultural beliefs 
and practices reJDUGOHVVRIZKHWKHURUQRWZHFDOO WKHVHSUDFWLFHV µUHOLJLRQ¶,WPXVWDOVREH
noted that not only can we see in these categories centuries and centuries of intellectual 
programming, but Christianity has been a part of western consciousness for so long that we 
can see a fluid shift, in our understanding of religion, caused by this influence.  For instance, 
LQUHIHUHQFHWRKLVILUVWFDWHJRU\WKLVXQGHUVWDQGLQJWKDWLVLQPDQ\ZD\VDUHIOHFWLRQRIRQH¶V
personal relationship with the divine, and also as a means to encourage and guide others along 
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a Christian path, had to come from somewhere; much like our rather imperialistic views 
towards religion. In other words this idea did not merely materialise from the ether into what 
it is today. According to Harrison this idea of a close personal relationship with God came 
DERXWGXULQJWKH0LGGOH$JHVKHZULWHVWKDW³«LQWKH0LGGOH$JHVWKHFRQFHUQIRUWKH&KULVWLDQ
West had been with faith²DµG\QDPLF¶RIWKHKHDUW«´+DUULVRQ7KLVFRQFHSWZDVODWHU
built upon RQH¶VSHUVRQDOUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKJRGZKLFKZDVEDVHGQRWRQO\RQRQH¶VIDLWKEXW
RQRQH¶VIDPLOLDULW\ZLWK*RG¶VZULWWHQZRUG.LQJLQIRUPVXVRIWKLV³WKH 
Reformation promoted an individualistic approach to religion and the ideal that all Christians 
sKRXOGEHDEOHWRUHDGWKH%LEOHIRUWKHPVHOYHV´.LQJ7KLVLVUHLQIRUFHGE\+DUULVRQ
who writes:  
Of course within the tradition of reformed theology, at some ideal level, the fundamental 
principle of salvation was always 'by grace', through faith'. But at a more practical level, the gift 
of faith was seen to be accompanied by, or to reside in, knowledge of a special kind, to which 
WKRVH XQIDPLOLDU ZLWK WKH WUXWKV RI 
UHYHDOHG UHOLJLRQ
 FRXOG QRW EH SULY\«.QRZOHGJH XQWR
salvation' was not, originally at least, a set of propositions the acceptance of which conferred 
automatic membership of the elect. The 'knowledge' to which the Calvinists referred was 
knowledge of God's will, the assurance of salvation, the 'resting on Christ and his 
righteousness', made possible by the gift of faith (Harrison 1990, 21 and 22).   
  
This Calvinist idea in many respects set the groundwork for the modern understanding of 
religion presented by Smith above, especially in respects to this idea that the criteria of a 
religion from functionalist and substantive perspective includes some form of written word. 
:HFDQVHHWKLVGHPRQVWUDWHGLQ/\QFK¶VGHILQLWLRQV³$VXEVWDQWLYHGHILQLWLRQXQGHUVWDQGV
UHOLJLRQVDVFKDUDFWHUL]HGE\«VDFUHGVFULSWXUHVRUWUDGLWLRQV«´/\QFKDQGIURPD
IXQFWLRQDOLVW SHUVSHFWLYH ³«UHOLJLRQ SURYLGHV SHRSOH ZLWK D VHW RI UHVRXUFHV«QDUUDWLYHV«´
(Ibid 28). In other words from a Calvinist perspective if one possesses this knowledge (that 
which could only be presented by the true faith) than he/she is more pious and religious than 
one that does not; and therefore KDVDEHWWHUDQGFORVHUUHODWLRQVKLSZLWK*RG)LQDOO\ µRXU
JHQHULF¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRILWDVLVSUHVHQWHGE\6PLWKDERYHLVDSURGXFWRIWKH(QOLJKWHQPHQW
and in many ways reflects this idea that religion is a separate sphere of influence from other 
activitLHVWKDWFDQEHFRPSDUHGDQGFRQWUDVWHGWRRWKHUIRUPVRIµUHOLJLRQ¶LQRUGHUWRLQPDQ\
ZD\V SURYH LWV OHJLWLPDF\ 7KLV LV GHPRQVWUDWHG E\ 6PLWK DV EHLQJ ³DV FRPSOH[ DV DOO µWKH
UHOLJLRQV¶WDNHQWRJHWKHU´&DQWZHOO6PLWKDQGLVEDFNHGXSE\+DUUison who writes 
that:  
The great revolutions in science and religion which took place in the sixteenth and seventeenth 
centuries thus paved the way for the development of a secular study of the religions, and equally 
importantly, of a concept 'religion' which could link together and relate the apparently disparate 




That is not to say that I am suggesting that we think about religion in the same way that we 
did in the past; but the examples above are being used merely to illustrate the origins of these 
ideological echoes in our modern understanding of religion; and to point out that our general 
idea of religion may not be as modern as we may believe.   
In many ways the evidence that we have looked at thus far, seems to point to the contrary, that 
LVWKDWRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIUHOLJLRQLVDFWXDOO\TXLWHLPSHULDOLVWLFDQGµROGIDVKLRQHG¶$IWHU
all many scholars are trying these new approaches to save us from our archaic and Eurocentric 
ideas even though it was in many ways western scholars that strongly contributed to this view. 
.LQJVWDWHV WKDW³6RPHZKDW LQHYLWDEO\JLYHQWKHFXOWXUDOO\SOXUDOLVWLFQDWXUHRI WKHVXEMHFW
matter of religious studies, Western scholars have often been guilty of contributing to the 
colonial process of the non-Western ZRUOGLQWKHLUDQDO\VLVRIRWKHUFXOWXUHV´.LQJ
More notably these examples illustrate the fact that we cannot, even though we may try, escape 
the effect that Christianity has had on how we (in the West) view religion, let alone ignore the 
fact that Christianity has set the standard for how we understand religion and how we judge 
WKH UHOLJLRQVRIRWKHUV ,Q WUXWKZH FDQ VHH &KULVWLDQ LGHRORJ\ DWZRUN LQ &DQWZHOO 6PLWK¶V
definition, and this is in spite of the fact that he is trying his best to be as objective as possible. 
This is apparent by the fact that most of the terminology he uses as well as the cultural 
undertones associated with it are Christian in context. Though Cantwell Smith informs us that 
KHLVSUHVHQWLQJRWKHUV¶YLHZVRIUHOLJLRQWKLVLQPDQ\ZD\VVWUHQJWKHQVRXUDUJXPHQWDVLW
demonstrates how encompassing this ideology is in shaping our modern understanding of 
UHOLJLRQ7DNLQJDVHFRQGORRNDW6PLWK¶VIRXUµVHQVHV¶PRGHORIUHOLJLRQZHFDQVHHWKLVLGHRORJ\
at work. For instance we can isolate terminology in this model that seem to have very set 




DV LW RXJKW WR EH «7KRVH ZLWKRXW D IDLWK«
UHOLJLRQ





WDNHQWRJHWKHU«DV it is personal, it is as diverse 
as the men whose piety it synthesizes...(Cantwell Smith 48-49).   
$VLVVHHQDERYHWKHWHUPWKDWLVUHFXUULQJWKURXJKRXWWKLVLVWKHLGHDRIµIDLWK¶DQGµSLHW\¶WZR
terms of which are intimately connected to Christianity and the beliefs and practices associated 
ZLWKLW'XEXLVVRQLQIRUPVXVRIWKLVFRQQHFWLRQZKHQVXJJHVWLQJWKDWDZRUGVXFKDVµIDLWK¶
JRHVKDQGDQGKDQGZLWK&KULVWLDQLW\WRWKHH[WHQWWKDWZKHQZHXVHWKHWHUPµUHOLJLRQ¶WKLV
concept is invoked. He writes WKDW ³)RU WKH PRGHUQ )UHQFK RU (QJOLVK VSHDNHU WKH ZRUG
µUHOLJLRQ¶HYRNHVIRUH[DPSOHWKHWHUPVµ*RG¶µFKXUFK¶µIDLWK¶µSUD\HU¶«¶FRPPXQLRQ¶µVLQ¶DQG
so on. But these very terms, far from being isolated one from another in our mental 




we are so tied up in this ideology that it in many ways is the building block of our western 
FLYLOLVDWLRQDQGDVVXFKZHFDQQRWHVFDSHLWV µVSLQGO\JUDVS¶+HZULWHVLQUHIHUHQFHWRWKLV
"Around this privileged notion, the Christian West, spiderlike, has continued to spin its web of 
concepts, to wind the successive variations of its learned discourse, to superimpose its 
palimpsests of speculation, in brief, to affirm its own identity" (Ibid 11). Dubuisson poses a 
TXHVWLRQGHDOLQJVSHFLILFDOO\ZLWKWKHVHSUREOHPVZKHQKHDVNV³6KRXOGZHQRWPRUHRYHUJR
somewhat farther and ask whether religion is not effectively the West's most characteristic 
concept, around which it has established and developed its identity, while at the same time 
GHILQLQJ LWV ZD\ RI FRQFHLYLQJ KXPDQNLQG DQG WKH ZRUOG"´,ELG  +LV DQVZHU LV WKDW WKH
concept of religion, but most notably Christianity, has influenced and contributed to all walks 
of western civilisation. He describes its influence as such:  
  
Its reflection on the organisation of the world, on the nature of reality, its conceptions of 
humanity, of life, its political theories, its most admirable or most derisory artistic triumphs, its 
loftiest spiritual accomplishments, as well as its most sordid crimes--all have been conceived or 
FRPPLWWHGRQHZD\RUDQRWKHUZLWKUHIHUHQFHWRWKLVGRPLQDQWFRQFHUQ«QRRUGHURIWKLQJVKDV
ever escaped its diffuse, constant influence.(Ibid, 11)  
  
He goes as far as to say that this is even true in how we as westerners define ourselves in the 
DEVHQFHRI µIDLWK¶ LQ*RGDV VFHSWLFVDQGDWKHLVWV :HFDQHYHQVHH WKH&KULVWLDQ LQIOXHQFH
SURSDJDWHGLQWKHSKUDVHµWKRVHZLWKRXWIDLWK¶$V'XEXLVVRQLQIRUPVXVWKDWIDLWKLVLQWLPDWHO\
connected to Christianity, that is our faith in a higher power (i.e. God), then by inference one 
without faith or an a-theist does not believe in god. However in order for one to be an atheist 
then some form of theism has to exist in the West; and the concept of theism is in many 
respects a Christian construct. This is backed up by Dubuisson who states that:    
  
Atheism, scepticism, and the modern scientific spirit have scarcely enjoyed greater autonomy, 
for they define themselves only by reference to religion and its claims. An atheist who denies 
the existence of the soul and of God, and who believes in so doing that he or she possesses 
sovereign independence of judgement, accepts, often unknowingly, the spirit and terms of a 
debate (the soul/body dichotomy; a universal governed, or not, by divine providence) that 
religion has chosen (Ibid 12).   
  
In truth Dubuisson makes a very good case as to how Christianity has in many respects 
influenced over 2000 years of our history, and presents us with more evidence to back up this 
idea that Christianity is not only a part of how we view other religions but is in many respects 
SDUWRIRXULQWHOOHFWXDOFXOWXUDOKHULWDJH+HZULWHVIXUWKHUWKDW³,QUHDOLW\KDVQRWWKHJUHDWHU
part of our intellectual culture, our common language, and our conceptual apparatus been 
shaped by two millennia of Christian civilization--simple because they were intimately 
LQWHUWZLQHGZLWKWKLVKLVWRU\"´,ELG+HJRHVRQWRH[SODLQWKLVSKHQRPHQRQLQPRUHGHSWK




Religion was intimately linked to the principal events and to the major orientations of our 
LQWHOOHFWXDOKLVWRU\«EHFDXVHLWKDVLPSUHJQDWHGDQGRIWHQJXLGHGPRVWRIRXUZD\VRIWKLQNLQJ
because it has defined the sense and the disposition of a great number of our conceptual 
networks, because it has continuously occupied our language and nourished our vocabulary, 
because it has contributed for centuries to the discipline of our bodies and our minds, because 
it has lent a particular orientation to our sensibilities, because it has nourished and organized 
our memory, because it has given our intelligence an unprecedented form, because it has been 
present for centuries in each of our arts, because it has influenced the design and patterning of 
our citifies, because it has cultivated our manner of looking at the world, because it has 
doubtless also contributed to modelling our mental activities, and because it has been put at the 
heart of the  principal debates and controversies affecting the definition fo humanity as well as 




assumption that Western history has had an overriding importance--for good or ill--in the 
making of the modern world, and that explorations of that history should be a major 
«FRQFHUQ´$VDG:KDWKDVEHHQJDWKHUHGIURPWKHSUHYLRXVH[DPSOHLVWKDWZKHQ
defining or coming to terms with religion we cannot ignore the history of the West and its 
effect on the modern world, taking into account not only the positive effects it may have had 
on the rest of the world, but also the negative; and to understand that many of our perceptions 
in the West have been influenced and coloured by Western ideologies like Christianity, is the 
key to formulating a more objective aSSURDFKWRWKHVWXG\RIWKH³ZRUOGUHOLJLRQV´7RVRPH
this may seem like an impossibility especially as it can be argued that if as westerners who live 
within western society and grow up subjected to western views and ideals, we forfeit our rights 
as objective observers when dealing with non-western cultures. The answer to this is that it is 
impossible even with the best intentions to remain completely objective when dealing with the 
VWXG\RIµUHOLJLRQ¶+RZHYHUWKLVLVVXHEHFRPHVOHVVRIDSUREOHPDVORQJ as we understand that 
we are working within particular cultural confines and as such it is important for us to monitor 
ourselves very closely when dealing with questions related to religion and culture.   
This in many ways is what King is proposing in his rather systematic approach to the study of 
UHOLJLRQ ,Q UHIHUHQFH WR WKLV DSSURDFK KH ZULWHV ³,W LV LPSRUWDQW WKHUHIRUH WR PDLQWDLQ D
commitment to cross-cultural and comparative analysis as well as a refusal to be limited by 
secular and Eurocentric catHJRULHV´.LQJ7KRXJKKHLVIXOO\DZDUHWKDWWKHVHELDVHV
exist he is presenting us with helpful parameters to work within, these include being aware of 
our restrictions as westerners, and making us aware of the fact that the biggest problem we 
face as westerners is falling victim to our  own Eurocentric and somewhat isolationist views. 
Unsurprisingly, this approach is also taken up by Asad who states a similar methodology for 





SRLQWDVZHOODVRXURZQEXW$VDG¶VZRUGVDOVRsignify an important and also rather significant 
fact, and that is that the 21st century world is a construct of 500 years of western dominance 
and manipulation.   
This brings us to the next step on our journey; the concept of power and its connection to 
Christianity.  This is in many respects the crowning example of our very imperialistic influence 
on the world, and a darker and more sinister product and cause of our internal and very 
Eurocentric views. This is evidenced quite adequately by Asad who writes about the 
GRPLQDWLQJSRZHUVRIWKH:HVWWKXVO\³7RVHFXUHLWVXQLW\--to make its own history-dominant 
power has worked best through differentiating and classifying practices. India's colonial 
KLVWRU\IXUQLVKHVDPSOHHYLGHQFHRIWKLV«LWVDELOLW\WRVHOHFW (or construct) the differences that 
serve its purposes has depended on its exploiting the dangers and opportunities contained in 
DPELJXRXVVLWXDWLRQV´$VDG7KRXJK$VDG¶VFRPPHQWPD\SDLQWDUHODWLYHO\KDUVK
SLFWXUHRIWKHUHDOLW\RIWKH:HVW¶V influence on the rest of the world and our concept of religion, 
it is a factual reality, and its nature becomes more evident the more texts and scholars that we 
engage with. For instance we see a similar story presented in the works of Smith, Asad, King, 
Dubuisson, and Fitzgerald to name a few, who have dedicated a great deal of their works to 
this very subject. Though their points are presented in quite different ways they are all 
FRQFHUQHGZLWKTXHVWLRQVRIWKH:HVW¶VLQIOXHQFHRQWKHµZRUOGUHOLJLRQV¶Furthermore, what 
is also important about the rather harsh reality posed by Asad is that it sets us up with strict 
SDUDPHWHUVWRDGKHUHWRZKHQVWXG\LQJUHOLJLRQµSDUDPHWHUV¶WKDWFDQ¶WEHVRHDVLO\LJQRUHG
arguably the most important of these being ChriVWLDQLW\¶VLQIOXHQFHRYHUWKHUHVWRIWKHZRUOG
DQGKRZLWKDVFRORXUHGWKH:HVW¶VSHUFHSWLRQRIRWKHUUHOLJLRQVDQGFXOWXUHV 
7RHODERUDWHWKLVYLHZLVTXLWHFOHDUO\UHSUHVHQWHGLQRXUFDWHJRULVDWLRQRIµPLQRU¶DQGµPDMRU¶
religions; which in many respects provide us with a microcosmic glimpse at the inner workings 
of this mind-set. In other words the terms imply an unequal relationship between an inferior 
and more superior force (i.e. major and minor); this is regarded as an even more complex issue 
when we take into account the many examples that we have looked at previously and the fact 
that these examples strongly suggest that we have labelled religions as such; and to our shame 
still refer to them, from time to time, in this way. For instance if you ZHUH WR W\SH µPDMRU
UHOLJLRQV¶ LQ *RRJOH 6HDUFK \RX ZRXOG JHW QXPHURXV UHVXOWV GHGLFDWHG VSHFLILFDOO\ WR WKHVH
µPDMRU¶UHOLJLRQV7KRXJK\RXGRQRWJHWWKHVDPHDEXQGDQFHRIUHVXOWVIRUW\SLQJLQµPLQRU¶




21st century not only as a means to differentiate between religions but is one of the core 
elements of our understanding of religion in the 21st century.   
Though it can be argued that these parameters are based primarily on the number of members 
within the religious community (suggesting popularity and size rather than superiority or 
inferiority) the differential in terms suggests that some form of inequality still exists in our 
understanding of these religions, even if this inequality is based primarily on popularity and 
number of followers,  rather than supremacy; though it could be easily argued that the 
classification of major and minor religions of today still bare remnants of our imperialistic 
attitude, not only in their taxonomy but in the fact that the religions most often referred to 
WRGD\DVµPDMRU¶DQGµPLQRU¶DUHYHU\VLPLODUWRZKDWZHPD\KDYHIRXnd in a 19th century list 
RIWKHµZRUOGUHOLJLRQV¶:LWKH[DPSOHVRIWKHPDMRUUHOLJLRQVUDQJLQJIURPWRKRZHYHU
those on the top of many lists are Christianity, Islam, Hinduism Buddhism, and Chinese Folk 
religions (including Taoism and Confucinaism). At least this is what Wikipedia would like us 
to believe, and as it is one of the most popular referencing sites it gives us a good idea as to 
ZKDW WKH JHQHUDO SXEOLF LV EHLQJ µIHG¶ LQ UHJDUGV WR µZRUOG UHOLJLRQV¶
(http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Major_religious_groups accessed June 29th 2013 by author).1 
I refHUEDFNWR)DLUEDLUQ¶VOLVWVRIµKLJK¶DQGµORZ¶UHOLJLRQVDVXVHGLQWKHILUVWFKDSWHUDVDFDVH
in point.   
This is also presented to us by Cantwell Smith who runs off a list of what was regarded as the 
µZRUOGUHOLJLRQV¶RI WKHth FHQWXU\³,QRWKHUFDses, I have not found any formulation of a 
QDPHGUHOLJLRQHDUOLHUWKDQWKHQLQHWHHQWKFHQWXU\µ%RXGKLVP¶µ+LQGRRLVP¶
µ7DRXVLP¶µ=RURDVWHULDQLVP¶µ&RQIXFLDQLVP¶DQGVRRQ´&DQWZHOO6PLWK
1962, 61). In contrast to how we see the major religions of today, there is not a great deal of 
difference. Though Smith is more concerned with presenting his reader with the years in which 
SDUWLFXODUQDPHVRI µZRUOG UHOLJLRQV¶ZHUH UHFRUGHG UDWKHU WKDQZLWKZKHWKHURUQRW WKHVH
relLJLRQVZHUHµPDMRU¶RUµPLQRU¶ZHFDQLQPDQ\ZD\VJHWDQLQGLFDWLRQRIWKHLULPSRUWDQFH
and popularity merely by the fact that they were recorded and in effect named by outsiders. In 
other words, in order for these religions to have been named they must have been known about 
E\WKHZHVWHUQHUVVXJJHVWLQJWKDWWKHVHµUHOLJLRQV¶ZHUHSUDFWLFHGRSHQO\DQGUHJXODUO\ 
Though it appears from the evidence provided that the West has had a great deal of influence 
RQ WKH QDPLQJ RI µZRUOG UHOLJLRQV¶ LW ZDV QRW RQOy the West that influenced this type of 
labelling. In other words, a great deal of these naming conventions came out of western 
pressure on non-westerners to conform to western Christian values, as were presented by 
                                                        
1 The reason for choosing Wikipedia for this illustration is because of its popularity as an information site.   
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missionaries. So in order to prove that WKHLU ³EHOLHIV´ ZHUH VLPLODU LQ VRPH IDVKLRQ WR
&KULVWLDQLW\WKH\LQYHQWHG³UHOLJLRQV´RXWRILQGLJHQRXVEHOLHI)LW]JHUDOGLQIRUPVXVWKDW 
«DQGVRRQHPHUJHGWKHQRWLRQWKDWWKHQRQ-western societies attempted philosophically and 
juridically to invent religions and to coin from indigenous concepts and appropriate word (In 
India it was dharma, in Japan shuyko). They also came up with religions, such as Hinduism, 
Buddhism, Shintoism, Confucianism, and Taoism, newly invented entities imagines as 
soteriological systems of an equivalent type as Christianity, different species of the same genus. 
(Fitzgerald 2000, 30).    
,QGRLQJWKLVWKHZHVWHUQPLVVLRQDULHVFRXOGLQPDQ\UHVSHFWVEUHDWKHDµVLJKRIUHOLHI¶DVWKHLU
one true God appeared to them, even in the primitive religions of indigenous folk proving not 
RQO\ KLV XELTXLWRXV DQG XQG\LQJ ORYH IRU KLV IORFN EXW DOVR UHLQIRUFLQJ WKH µIDFW¶ WKDW
Christianity was the truest of all faiths as the word of God could be found in many belief 
systems. Fitzgerald writes WKDW³«WKHYLHZHPHUJHGWKDWDWOHDVWVRPHQRQ-Christian forms of 
life are rational soteriologies, formulated in doctrines, and designated for the salvation of 
individual souls. The one true God revealed through Jesus Christ was detected in shadowy 
forms iQWKHP\WKLFDOILJXUHVRILQGLJHQRXVFXOWXUHV´,ELG2.   
Despite the fact that the west seems to have had an indirect effect on the naming of many of 
the world religions, or at least an influence on them, there is an exception to this rule, Islam. 
It in many ways managed to escape this fate and Cantwell Smith examines how in his chapter 
DSWO\WLWOHG³WKHVSHFLDOFDVHRI,VODP´ 
7KHILUVWREVHUYDWLRQLVWKDWRIDOOWKHZRUOG¶VUHOLJLRXVWUDGLWLRQVWKH,VODPLFZRXOGVHHPWREH
the one with a built-in naPH7KHZRUG µ,VODP¶RFFXUV LQ WKH4XU¶DQ LWVHOIDQG 0XVOLPVDUH
insistent on using this term to designate the system of their faith. In contrast to what has 
happened with other religious communities, as we have partly seen, this is not a name devised 
by oXWVLGHUV«WKLVQDPHIRUWKHLUUHOLJLRXVV\VWHPPRUHRYHUKDVWKHVDQFWLRQQRWRQO\RIWKH
Muslims and their tradition but, they aver, of God Himself. (Cantwell Smith 1962, 81).   
That is not to say that the West did not try to. Many Westerners referred to this Middle Eastern 
system as Mahumetanism, Muhammedrie, Islamism, Musulmanisme, with the earliest 
UHFRUGHG QDPH EHLQJ 0DKXPHWLVPH ,ELG  7KLV PLUURUHG LQ PDQ\ ZD\V WKH :HVW¶s 
understanding as to the naming of their own unique set of beliefs, which was named for their 
prophet Jesus Christ. This is backed up by Malise Ruthven who writes that:  
Muslims did not normally refer to themselves as Muhammadans (except as a descriptive term 
when addressing Europeans), because to do so would seem to imply that they worshipped 
Muhammad as Christians worshiped Christ. For orthodox Muslims such an implication was 
                                                        
2 It is interesting to note that this belief still holds sway to this day in a number of Christian sects, most notably the 
-HKRYDK:LWQHVVHV¶ZKRVH0DQNLQG¶VVHDUFKIRU*RGreads like a 19th FHQWXU\PLVVLRQDULHVSDPSKOHWRQµZRUOG
UHOLJLRQV¶DQGWKHLUFRQQHction to Christianity.   
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highly offensive. Muslims worship God, not Muhammad. The Messenger was a prophet, not a 
deity or divine avatar (Ruthven 2000, 20).  
What is also quite apparent in this listing is the imperialistic sentiment that gave rise to these 
QDPLQJFRQYHQWLRQVWKDWLVWKLVLGHDWKDWRWKHUV¶WUDGLWLRQDOEHOLHIVZHUHODEHOOHGDVZHOODV
measured and analysed by outsiders (the west) as part of an expansionist movement. Though 
I am focused primarily on the west it must be noted that it is not entirely at fault here as other 
µRXWVLGHUV¶KDYHDOVRFRQWULEXWHGWRWKHQDPLQJRIZRUOGUHOLJLRQVDVZHKave seen above this 
also fell to non-western elites as proposed by Fitzgerald (2000, 30).  One such example is 
Shinto which is supported by Cantwell Smith who writes:   
The term itself [Shinto] does not go back far enough, in those early days, what modernity has 
FDOOHG WKH LQGLJHQRXV UHOLJLRQ RI -DSDQ KDG QR QDPH ,Q IDFW WKH ZRUG µ6KLQWR¶ LV QRW LWVHOI
Japanese. The modern Japanese equivalent (kami no michi) is a translation of this term, which 
comes from China. It was a phrase that foreigners introduced, to designate the traditions of the 
natives and to discriminate these from their own cultural norms. (Cantwell Smith 1962, 70)  
  
Harrison has a bit more to say about outsiders and their influence on indigenous belief but 
more importantly how it is tied to WKHFUHDWLRQRIWKHSKHQRPHQRQµUHOLJLRQ¶DQGµUHOLJLRQV¶+H
ZULWHVWKDW³,QFUHDVLQJO\WKLVWHUP>UHOLJLRQ@FDPHWREHDQRXWVLGHU¶VGHVFULSWLRQRIDGXELRXV
WKHRORJLFDO HQWHUSULVH $ORQJ ZLWK µUHOLJLRQ¶ FDPH WKH SOXUDO µUHOLJLRQV²µWKH 3URWHVWDQW
ReligioQ¶ WKH µ&DWKROLF5HOLJLRQ¶ µ0DKRPHWDQLVP¶ µKHDWKHQUHOLJLRQ¶DQGVRRQ´+DUULVRQ
,QRWKHUZRUGVZLWKRXWWKHXQGHUVWDQGLQJRI&KULVWLDQLW\DVDµUHOLJLRQ¶ZHFRXOGQRW
KDYHRWKHUUHOLJLRQVDVWKHUHZDVQRFRQFHSWRIµUHOLJLRQ¶RUDWOHDVWWKH µUHOLJLRQ¶WKDWZHNQRZ
of today before the birth of Christianity, this is of course covered quite extensively by 
Dubuisson who in  his The Western Construction of Religion has dedicated a great deal of time 
to this very concept. He poses three questions related to this very topic in his first chapter.   
--Is Christianity the special form taken in the West by something that has always existed and 
that similarly exists elsewhere, if not everywhere, namely religion or the religious phenomenon? 
(Dubuisson 2003, 9)  
  
--As the legitimate daughter of Christianity, is religion not rather an element wholly unique to  
Western civilization, one of its most original creations? (Ibid)  
  
--Should we not, moreover, go somewhat farther and ask whether religion is not effectively the 
:HVW¶VPRVWFKDUDFWHULVWLFFRQFHSWDURXQGZKLFKLWKDVHVWDEOLVKHGDQGGHYHORSHGLWVLGHQWLW\
while at the same time defining its way of conceiving humankind and the world?(Ibid)  
  
One may ask the question as to why these beliefs as well as naming conventions have been 
SULPDULO\LQIOXHQFHGE\µRXWVLGHUV¶".HHSLQJWKHDERYHLQPLQGFDQJLYHXVVRPHLQGLFDWLRQDV
to at least one of the multifaceted answers to this question. If what Dubuisson suggests is true, 
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and religion did not exist before Christianity it is not surprising that the creators of this 
phenomenon would label other beliefs and practices that they deemed similar to their own, 
µUHOLJLRQV¶ $IWHU DOO WKH YLHZ HPHUJHG WKDW WKe all loving God revealed himself in some 
nonChristian forms of life, practice, myth, and ritual (Fitzgerald 2000, 31). That is not to say 
WKDW WKH H[LVWHQFH RI RWKHU UHOLJLRQV ZDV MXVW DFFHSWHG QRU ZDV WKH WHUP µUHOLJLRQV¶ HDVLO\
adopted by the Christian west as there was a great deal of debate surrounding these issues, 
primarily caused by the fact that in the eyes of the imperialists some civilizations were more 
civilized than others. This was in many ways reflected in their religious practices. The crisis of 
faith came with the question of how can some religions be more advanced than others? In 
other words how was it that some foreign religions reflected similar beliefs and practices to 
Christianity while others did not?   
It is easier for us in the 21st century to see things as they may have been rather than as they 
were, but with that said, we also have hundreds of years of research into the subject of the 
history of religion to fall back on, and this can also help us to put the pieces together; so from 
our vantage point we can more easily see that there are many reasons as to why foreign 
religions may have appeared to the West in this way. For instance, many foreign elites 
patterned their religions to appear more like Christianity perhaps to preserve customs that 
may have otherwise been made obsolete, or to appeal to the west so that they would be more 
accepting of their religion (Fitzgerald 2000, 30). There is also the possibility that they were 
merely trying to please their new conquerors, as is further suggested by Fitzgerald (Ibid). The 
truth of the matter is that all of these reasons could have been possible, however for the sake 
RINHHSLQJZLWKWKHUHVHDUFKHUV¶JROGHQUXOHDQGWKDWLVQRWUHDGLQJLQWRWKLVDQDFKURQLVWLFDOO\
(by not basing this purely on our assumptions) it is safe to say that many of these ideas are 
possible. It also helps our case that Fitzgerald has commented on the fact that foreign elites 
did have something to say about how their religion was perceived and the possible reasons for 
this, he writes that:  
Such confrontation [within missionaries] led to mutual self-definition, a dialectical process, 
though dominated by the West. From this increasingly tense confrontation in countries such as 
India, Sri Lanka, Japan and so on emerged the notion that non-western societies must have (or 
must invent) some indigenous equivalent to Christianity, as it was itself being defined within 
the evolving context of western society. The literate elites of non-western societies attempted 
philosophically and juridically to invent religions and to coin from indigenous concepts an 
appropriate word (in India it was dharma; in Japan shukyo).(Ibid)  
Though he does not go into a great amount of detail as to all of the reasons for this one can 
gather from the example presented that there was perhaps an element of religious preservation 
involved in this process; after all Dubuisson informs us of the fate that befall those civilizations 





no longer do.3 Furthermore, Harrison provides us ZLWKHYLGHQFH WR VXJJHVW WKDW WKH:HVW¶V
µGLVFRYHU\RIUHOLJLRQ¶UDLVHGPDQ\WKHRORJLFDODQGSKLORVRSKLFDOTXHVWLRQV7KDWLVWRVD\WKDW
although many Christians believed that knowledge of God was universal the fact that there 
were so many discrepancies as well as disparities in these newly discovered religions (that is 
that some did not express knowledge of God) to a civilization like the West, that based a great 
deal of its identity on Christianity and therefore the existence of God, this was unprecedented 
and unfathomable; the problem it raised was if God was omnipotent and ubiquitous (as he was 
known to be) how was it that not all cultures had an understanding of him?    
To many of us in the 21st century this is not a major issue, but for those in the 16th  to 18th 
century this was verging on a mini-crisis at least in the theological circles, because the fact that 
QRWHYHU\RQHKDGNQRZOHGJHRI*RG¶VJRRGQHVVDQGJUDFHHVSHFLDOO\LQWKRVHUHOLJLRQVODEHOOHG
³DQLPDOUHOLJLRQV´+DUULVRQ-45), contradicted if not the existence of God then his 
omnipresent and omnibeneficient nature. That being the case, primarily English erudites 
IRXQGDZD\DURXQGWKLVWKH\EODPHGWKLVGLVSDULW\RQWKH³3ODWRQLFLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKH)DOO´
Harrison explains it in this way:  
µ$QLPDOUHOLJLRQ¶PXVWEHXQGHUVWRRGLQWKHFRQWH[WRIWKH3ODWRQLFLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKH)DOO
For the Platonists, the Fall meant primarily a fall into the material world of sensuality. Reason, 
which was essentially spiritual in nature, could survive the Fall intact only to the extent that it 
was not subjugated to lower material desires. When that spiritual, religious faculty was 
overcome by the material, animal religion was the result. The Cambridge groups or at least some 
of them, could therefore agree with the reformers that the Fall had been the ultimate cause of 
religious diversity, without being committed to the view that fallen reason, and natural theology 
based on that reason, were at the heart of false religion. (Harrison 1990, 44).   
We get a general idea from the excerpt that the fall was an explanation for many of the 
questions raised above; especially those concerned with the omnipresent nature of God. It also 
SURYLGHGWKH:HVWHUQPLQGZLWKWKHORJLFQHHGHGWRMXVWLI\*RG¶VH[LVWHQFHin a world that was 
VRGLYHUVHDQGILOOHGZLWKµIRUHLJQHUV¶ZKRZHUHXQDZDUHRI*RG¶VRPQLSRWHQFHDQGEHQHYROHQW
nature.  With that said, we must be advised that this can potentially take us into some murky 
waters where anachronistic readings are concerned, that is to say that it is easy to read our 
interpretation into what these Platonists may have thought rather than what they did; however 
                                                        
3 7KHIXOOTXRWHLVDVIROORZV³$WDVLQJOHVWURNHLPSHULDOLVPDQGFRORQLDOLVPZHUHHTXDOO\MXVWLILHGDQGHYHQZLWK
the impetus of missionary activity, received an unanticipated moral guarantee. Under the cover of bringing 
progress and civilization, it was the vast process of universalization and would be completed by giving it good 
measure, along with religion, its highest expression or form. This was a rude blow to fragile cultures that had 




the fact remains that all of these concepts had some influence on how the West constructed 
WKHµZRUOGUHOLJLRQV¶ 
With that said, there are a few points that need to be highlighted from the evidence presented 
above. The first is that we are no longer presented with a mere term to denote inferiority, like 
µDQLPDO¶DQGµORZ¶XVHGWRUHIHUWRUHOLJLRQEXWDUHSUHVHQWHG with a concept that enforces this 
LQIHULRULW\ ,Q RWKHU ZRUGV WKRVH WKDW ³IHOO´ WKH IXUWKHVW ZHUH WKRVH WKDW FRPSOHWHO\ IRUJRW
about their creator God. Furthermore, it provides us with some more evidence as to another 
possible motivation for the spreading of Christianity, as it may have been seen as a means, by 
some, to save these souls from complete darkness, by refamiliarising them with knowledge of 
WKHLUFUHDWRU¶VWUXHQDWXUHORYHDQGEHQHYROHQFH7KLVLVVXJJHVWHGE\$VDGZKRZULWHVWKDW
³«WKH(XURpean wish to make the world in its own image is not necessarily to be disparaged 
as ungenerous. If on believes oneself to be the source of salvation, the wish to make others 
UHIOHFWRQHVHOILVQRWXQEHQLJQ«´$VDG7KDWLVQRWWRVD\WKDWDOORItheir motives for 
VSUHDGLQJ WKHLUEHOLHIV ZHUH EHQHYROHQW ,W LV OLNHO\ WKDW WKH\ DOVR IRXQG IRUHLJQHUV¶ ODFN RI
knowledge as an excuse to influence and conquer indigenous peoples who they deemed 
inferior and primitive. Using a memorable quote from Eddie I]]DUGZHLQWKHZHVW³«VWROH
FRXQWULHVZLWKWKHFXQQLQJXVHRIIODJV´(GGLH,]]DUG¶V: Dress to Kill, 1999). Though this may 
VHHPOLNHDTXRWH IURP µOHIW ILHOG¶ LWKDVVRPHVLJQLILFDQFHDV LWSRLQWVRXWDUDWKHUVDWLULFDO
example of our very imperialistic and superior attitude in dealing with countries that we 
deemed primitive; and we were able to do so through our technological superiority, as well as 
Christianity which we saw to be a cultural advantage. Dubuisson is strongly in favour of this 
idea as we have seen above where he writes that:  
At a single stroke, imperialism and colonialism were equally justified and even, with the 
impetus of missionary activity, received an unanticipated moral guarantee. Under the cover of 
bringing progress and civilization, it was the vast process of universalisation that would be 
completed by giving it for good measure, along with religion, its highest expression or [of] 
form«Dubuisson 2003, 115)  
That is not to say that religion is the only reason for expansion, or for that matter the only 
strategy used for it, as both Fitzgerald and Asad provide us with other reasons. Fitzgerald 
VWDWHV WKDW ³7KHUH ZHUHPDQ\ GLIIHUHQW OHYHOV RI(XURSHDQ H[SDQVLRQLVP«LPSHULDOLVW RIWHQ
justified their intentions in non-European societies by representing themselves as liberating 
SHRSOHVIURPWKHFRQWURORIXQGHPRFUDWLFORFDOHOLWHVDQGIURPVXSHUVWLWLRQ´)LW]JHUDOG
30). With that said we cannot deny the fact that the spread of Christianity was a popular 
strategy and in many ways a decent justification for our actions; which is still evident in the 




justifications for global expansion it is crucial that we remain aware of the major role that 
&KULVWLDQLW\SOD\HGLQWKH:HVW¶VZRUOGGRPLQDWLRQDGRPLQDWLRQWKDWFRORXUHGKRZZHZRXOG
see other civilisations to come, and how they would inevitably see themselves. This is 
supported by Asad who writes that:  
To secure its unity--to make its own history--dominant power has worked best through 
differentiating and classifying practices. India's colonial history furnishes ample evidence of 
this. In this context power is constructive, not repressive. Furthermore, its ability to select (or 
construct) the differences that serve its purposes has depended on its exploiting the dangers 
and opportunities contained in ambiguous situations (Asad 2003, 12)  
  
That is not to suggest that the West has as much power presently over the rest of the world as 
it did during the Renaissance and early modern period, but the influences that it has had can 
still be felt to this day. We can see this reflected in our modern attitudes towards different 
cultures but also in our understanding of the world religions, we need merely to return back 
WR WKH 'DZNLQV¶ H[DPSOH SUHVHQWHG HDUOLHU ZKHUH KH FRPPHQWV RQ WKH IDW WKDWKH PD\ VHH
FHUWDLQ PRUDO REOLJDWLRQV GLIIHUHQWO\ LI KH ZHUH D µFXOWXUDO 0XVOLP¶ 7KLV LGHD RI WKH :HVW
gaining power through religion is better explained in the writings Asad who writes that:   
From the point of view of power, mobility is a convenient feature of the act subsumed, but a 
necessary one of the subsuming act. For it is by means of geographical and psychological 
movement that modern power inserts itself into preexisting structures...meanings are thus not 
only created, they are also redirected or subverted--as so many novels about indigenous life in 
the colonies have poignantly depicted (Asad 1993, 11)  
  
The point he is trying to make is that the west has for hundreds of years used religion as a 
means to subjugate, and also classify peoples, as well as in many respects make the world in 
its image, and in many wD\VLWGRHVWKLVWKURXJKPDQLSXODWLYHPHWKRGVE\µLQVHUWLQJLWVHOILQWR
pre-H[LVWLQJFXOWXUHV¶DVZHOODVµVXEYHUWLQJ¶DQGµFKDQJLQJ¶FXOWXUHVWRILWZLWKLWVRZQ,ELG
We can see the influence of imperialistic attitudes expressed not only in the Fairbarin example 
SUHVHQWHG HDUOLHU LQ WKLV VHFWLRQ EXW DOVR LQ &DQWZHOO 6PLWK¶V RSLQLRQV RQ WKH FRPPRQ
understanding of religion, or at least the common understanding of religion in the West (see 
his four sense model). Asad presents us with additional evidence RIWKH:HVW¶VDWWLWXGHWRZDUG
WKHIRUHLJQHURUZKDWZDVRIWHQUHIHUUHGWRDVWKHµVDYDJH¶KHZULWHVWKDW³,WLVRIWHQVDLGWKDW
WKH 5HQDLVVDQFH µGLVFRYHUHG PDQ¶ EXW WKDW GLVFRYHU\ ZDV LQ HIIHFW D SV\FKRORJLFDO
UHFRQVWUXFWLRQ RI (XURSHDQ LQGLYLGXDOLW\«7KH accounts of savages by explorers returning 
from a man whose kinship to Christian Europeans, was highly problematic.  Some writers even 
KHOGWKDWKHZDVQRWTXLWHKXPDQ´,ELG7KDWLVWRVD\WKDWLWZDVWKURXJKDYHU\(XURSHDQ
attitude that emerged quite strongly during the European Enlightenment that resulted in how 
we in the West would approach, understand, measure, and evaluated non-Western traditions 




We have looked at many reasons, both good and bad, behind imperialism and its connection 
to religion; however, the question that seems appropriate to ask here is what made Christianity 
so unique in this respect? More to the point, what was it about Christianity that made it such 
an intrinsic tool for global domination?  The answer to these questions lie in its earliest 
doctrines; and it is fair to say that this attitude was perhaps driven by the unique ideologies 
that can be found there; primarily the unquenchable desire to share with others the everlasting 
and unconditional love of an omnipotent being, God. Of this Dubuisson states:  
Because Christianity is characterized by its strict monotheism and by the privilege relationship 
that it sought to establish between humanity and its unique God, theology has always occupied 
a central place in it. The step from a universalist goal to the spirit of conquest is probably no 
longer that which leads form doctrinal rigor to intolerance. Thus we see in the West these 
dogmatic, conquest-orientated tendencies talking form both on the intellectual level and on the 
institutional level, in a Church whose power and hegemony they reinforced. (Dubuisson 2003, 
104)  
In analysing the history of Christianity in the West we can in many ways see how this sect of 
Judaism managed to spread throughout the world and drive the west in its global domination. 
That is that it was a belief that was not limited to only a select cultural group of people, which 
had been the case before its birth, but rather one that accepted individuals of all walks of life 
and ethnicities; and as followers of this doctrine it was their dut\WRVSUHDGWKLVµZRUG¶WRWKH
world, especially to those who would not have the opportunity to hear it otherwise. Dubuisson 
attributes the origins of this message to Saint Paul.  He writes that:  
6DLQW3DXO¶V¶FKRLFHUHDIILUPHGZLWKRXWDQ\UHVHUYDWLRQRU the least doubt at the very beginning 
of the Letter to the Romans, was tantamount, as we all know, to proclaiming the objective and 
asserting universal claims of Christianity, summoned by this incomparable ideological stroke 
to transcend the boundaries of differences, ethnic as well as cultural, that until then had always 
limited the diffusion of ideas. Saint Paul was obliged, as he himself said, to propagate the 
message of Christ to al men, whoever they were, to the very ends of the earth. (Dubuisson 103)4  
Though the need and desire to help others establish a decent relationship with an all loving 
god, was a major part of the Christian doctrine, using it as a means to control and conquer 
indigenous peoples was not always a part of its modus operandi. That is to say that, as our 
attitudes and understanding (which we know to be in constant flux) has shifted through the 
DJHVVRWRRKDVWKHLQVWLWXWLRQLWVHOIDQGLWVµFRQILJXUDWLRQVRISRZHU¶1RWRQO\FRXOGZHVHH
remnants of this reflected in the opinion of the Reformers and Platonists that were presented 
above but this is also addressed by Asad below:   
                                                        
4 The excerpt from Romans referred to by Dubuisson is the following: Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, called to be 
an apostle, separated unto the gospel of God, 2(Which he had promised afore by his prophets in the holy 
scriptures,) 3Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our Lord, which was made of the seed of David according to the  
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The configurations of power in this sense have, of course, varied profoundly in Christendom 
from on epoch to another--form Augustine's time, through the Middle Ages, to the industrial 
capitalist west today. The patterns of religious mood and motivations, the possibilities for 
religious moods and motivations, the possibilities for religious knowledge and truth, have all 
varied with them and been conditioned by them. Even Augustine held that although religious 




shift occurs from a IRFXVRQWKHFKXUFKWRDIRFXVRQRQH¶VOLIHDQGRQH¶VSHUVRQDOUHODWLRQVKLS
ZLWKJRGDQGKLVZRUNV2QWKLV6PLWKZULWHVWKDW³«LQWKHPRGHUQSHULRG«LW [religion] has 
as we know become a question of very major importance. This begins with the Renascence and 
expands with the Reformation, changes with the Enlightenment and develops in the 
QLQHWHHQWKFHQWXU\´&DQWZHOO6PLWK,WZDVGXULQJWKHUHIRUPDWLRQWKDWZHEHJDQ
to see more of the concept that we recognise as religion coming into its own, so to speak.    
However, it was not until the seventeenth century where we see a glimmer of the more 
UHFRJQL]DEOHFRQFHSWRIµUHOLJLRQ¶$VDGVWDWHVWKDW«³DPRUHLPSRUWDQWUHDVRQOLHVLQWKHVKLIW
in attention that occurred in the seventeenth century from *RG
VZRUGWR*RG
VZRUNVµ1DWXUH¶
became the real space of divine writing, and eventually the indisputable authority for the truth 
RI DOO VDFUHG WH[WV ZULWWHQ LQ PHUHO\ KXPDQ ODQJXDJH WKH 2OG 7HVWDPHQW DQG WKH 1HZ´
Harrison tells us that the seventeenth century saw the rise of impersonal and objective religion 
rather than personal and subjective as we see in the later Middle Ages (check reference here) 
+DUULVRQ7KLVLVTXLWHGLIIHUHQWWKDQWKHµUHOLJLRQ¶SUHVHQWHGGXULQJWKH5HIRUPDWLRQ
that IRFXVHGRQRQH¶VSHUVRQDOUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKJRGWKH 
                                                                                                                                                                                     
flesh; 4And declared to be the Son of God with power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the 
resurrection from the dead: 5By whom we have received grace and apostleship, for obedience to the faith 
among all nations, for his name: 6Among whom are ye also the called of Jesus Christ: 7To all that be in 
Rome, beloved of God, called to be saints: Grace to you and peace from God our Father, and the Lord 
Jesus Christ (King James Version http://biblehub.com/romans/1-5.htm accessed at 13:25 on the 26th of 
June 2013).   
  
Enlightenment saw our relationship with god changing from the realm of the intangible to that 
of the tangible.  It was becoming an object of study, rather than contemplation, fitting more 
with the scientific mind-set of the age. This is most clearly reflected in the works of Harrison 
who informs us that it was during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries where we see an 
LQWHUHVWLQJVKLIWLQRXUWKH:HVW¶VXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIUHOLJLRQDVUHOLJLRQRSHQHGLWVHOIXSWRWKH
intelligible rather than the unintelligible. That is that it became a subject of study and adhered 
WRµUDWLRQDOLVWPHWKRGVRILQYHVWLJDWLRQ¶+DUULVRQUDWKHUWKDQSULPDULO\UHO\LQJRQ
belief and faith.  He informs us that this change resulted in three distinct ways of 
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XQGHUVWDQGLQJQDWXUHZKLFKJDYH ULVH WR WKUHH ³GLVFUHWH LQWHUSUHWDWLRQVRI UHOLJLRQDnd the 
UHOLJLRQV´ LQ WKHVHYHQWHHQWKFHQWXU\+DUULVRQ7KH ILUVWEHLQJ  QDWXUDORUGHUDV
RSSRVHGWRWKHVXSHUQDWXUDOWKDWLV³QDWXUDOUHOLJLRQLVWKHUHVXOWRIKXPDQVLQDQGVWDQGVLQ
RSSRVLWLRQWR³UHYHDOHG´RUVXSHUQDWXUDOO\EDVHGUHOLJLRQ´,ELG7KDW³QDWXUHLVDQRWKHU
PRGH RI GLYLQH RSHUDWLRQ«KHUH WKH QDWXUDO LV QRW RSSRVHG WR WKH VXSHUQDWXUDO EXW UDWKHU
FRPSOHPHQWV LW´DQG ILQDOO\ WKH WKLUGQRWLRQWKDWDSSHDUHG ODWHU LQ WKH(QOLJKWHQPHQW WKH
FRQFHSW RI WKH ³ODZV RI KHDYHQ DQG HDUWK´ ZKLFK ³XOWLPDWHO\ FDPH WR DGPLW LQYHVWLJDWLRQ
ZLWKRXW DQ\ UHIHUHQFH WR WKH GLYLQH´ ,ELG ,W LV KHUH ZHUH ZH EHJLQ WR VHH D FRPSOH[
UHODWLRQVKLSIRUPLQJEHWZHHQµUHOLJLRQ¶DQGWKHSKHQRPHQRQWKDWZHZLOOEHFRPHWRNQRZRI
as science.   
What the above demonstrates is that the concept of religion is a contested category because of 
the different factors that influenced it. It is not as simple as understanding religion as an 
isolated concept with set criteria or definitions, as we have discovered there were not only 
imperialist and political motivations behind the spread of Christian ideals throughout the 
world, but many other factors as well. As has also been pointed out, much of how we 
XQGHUVWDQGµUHOLJLRQ¶LVDOVRPDQXIDFWXUHGE\WKHDFDGHP\WRFUHDWHDOHJLtimate sui generis 
VXEMHFW RI VWXG\ ZKHQ LQ IDFW µUHOLJLRQ¶ GRHV QRW µstandalone¶ DQG WKHUHIRUH FDQQRW EH
understood effectively without drawing attention to its complex and ever evolving history as 
well as its fluidity.  This is further supported by J. Z 6PLWKZKRZULWHVWKDW³5HOLJLRQLVVROHO\
WKHFUHDWLRQRI WKHVFKRODU¶VVWXG\ ,W LVFUHDWHG IRU WKHVFKRODU
VDQDO\WLFDOSXUSRVHVE\KLV
imaginative acts of comparison and generalization. Religion has no independent existence 
apart from the academy. (SPLWK[L+RZHYHULWLVQRWRQO\µUHOLJLRQ¶WKDWVXIIHUVIURP
JURVVPLVLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ6FLHQFHLVRIWHQDWWKHµUHFHLYLQJHQG¶RIWKLVPLVXQGHUVWDQGLQJDQG
OLNH µUHOLJLRQ¶ LW WRR LV D FRPSOH[ SKHQRPHQRQ ZKRVH FKDQJLQJ G\QDPLF WKURXJKKLVWRU\ LV
oftHQLJQRUHG$VDQH[WHQVLRQRIWKHSUREOHPVZLWKWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIERWKµUHOLJLRQ¶DQG
µVFLHQFH¶ RXU XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI WKH VFLHQFHUHOLJLRQ UHODWLRQVKLS LV DOVR IODZHG 7KLV LV
LOOXVWUDWHG E\ %URRNH ZKR ZULWHV WKDW ³>WKH UHODWLRQVKLS@ LV ZKDW GLIIHUHQW individuals and 
FRPPXQLWLHVKDYHPDGHRILWLQDSOHWKRUDRIGLIIHUHQWFRQWH[WV´%URRNH:HZLOO
look at this rather complex association in the section that follows.  
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Chapter Two: The Gathering of the Clouds  
The History of the Science/Religion Liaison (the Crux of the Matter)  
We have in many ways spent an entire chapter looking at the complicated discourse and 
phenomenon that is religion and it is important that if we are to look at the relationship 
between both science and religion in the 21st century then we should spend some time on 
UHOLJLRQ¶V µrational and qualitative¶ partner within this pairing, science. I say rational and 
qualitative not to degrade religion but to emphasise a point. That is the rather unfair 
assumption that often accompanies our thoughts on this relationship. Science is very often 
seen as the more factual, practical, rational, and testable pair of the two and can from time to 
time be regarded as the more reasonable and sensible younger sibling of religion; whereas 
religion is often regarded as irrational, quantitative, and based on non-testable hypotheses, 
thoughts and emotions. Because of this, religion is often looked down upon by many 
individuals as an unintellectual and often naïve way of dealing with life events and the 
XQLYHUVH  7KLV LV VXSSRUWHG E\ +DUULVRQ ZKR VWDWHV WKDW ³LW LV FRPPRQ WR KHDU LWV FKLHI
advocates claiming that science and religion represent mutually incompatible worldviews, 
science the form is the embodiment of reason and the latter RIGXELRXVDQGFUHGXORXVIDLWK´
(Harrison 2010, 2).  
It appears that this way of thinking has been cultivated from the Post-Enlightenment. As is 
LOOXVWUDWHG E\ $VDG ZKR ZULWHV WKDW ³«WKH KXPDQ FRQGLWLRQ LV IXOO RI LJQRUDQFH SDLQ DQG
injustice, and religious symbols are a means of coming positively to terms with this 
FRQGLWLRQ«>UHOLJLRQLV@DPRUHSULPLWLYHDOHVVDGXOWPRGHRIFRPLQJWRWHUPVZLWKWKHKXPDQ
FRQGLWLRQ´$VDG-46). This view is still held by many in the 21st century. An example of this 
can be found in the work of American economist Bryan Caplan who states his reasons for 
finding insult in non-religious practices (economic trends in this instance) being called 
religious:  
Why is it an insult?  There isn't any nice way to answer, so I'll be blunt.  It is an insult 
because the way that people form religious beliefs is so intellectually irresponsible that 
their conclusions are almost guaranteed to be false.  People  accept their religious beliefs 
with little or no evidence; accept religious beliefs that are contrary to the evidence; accept 
religious beliefs without studying competing views;  are certain about religious beliefs that 
are dubious at best, and accept their religious beliefs not because they are intellectually 
compelling, but because they are emotionally comforting; Forming nonreligious beliefs in 
a religious way is irrational because forming any beliefs in a religious way is irrational. 
(Caplan, Bryan http://econfaculty.gmu.edu/bcaplan/ldebate.htm accessed by author July 
27th 2013)  
  
7KRXJKKHLVDUJXLQJSULPDULO\IURPDQHFRQRPLVWV¶SHUVSHFWLYHDQGVWDWHVWKDWKHKLPVHOILV




and religion, with religion often paying the ultimate price because of its perceived irrational 
QDWXUH7KLV LV LQPDQ\ZD\VPDGHFOHDU LQ&DSODQ¶VHQGVWDWHPHQWZKHUHKHVXJJHVWV WKDW
religion in itself is nothing more than a fantasy, has no basis in reality, and that having a belief 




<HV UHOLJLRXV EHOLHIV DUH LUUDWLRQDO EXW WKH\ DUH VR GLYRUFHG IURP UHDOLW\ «EXW WKH
overwhelming majority of the faithful open their eyes and face the fact that it's crazy to bet 
\RXUOLIHRQIDLU\WDOHV´,ELG:HFDQVHHWKLVVDPHPHQWDOLW\UHIOHFWHGLQWKHZRUNRI'DZNLQV
ZKR XVHV ZKDW KH UHIHUV WR DV WKH ³%LQNHU SKHQRPHQRQ´ DV D PHDQV WR LOOXVWUDWH WKH
relationship that one has with an imaginary friend, in this case that imaginary friend is God.  
He writes that:  
    
«LW EULQJV PH DV FORVH DV , VKDOO SUREDEO\ FRPH WR XQGHUVWDQGLQJ WKH FRQVROLQJ DQG
FRXQVHOOLQJ UROH RI WKH LPDJLQDU\ JRGV LQ SHRSOH¶V OLYHV $ EHLQJ PD\ H[LVW only in the 
imagination, yet still seem completely real to the child, and still give real comfort and good 
advice. Perhaps even better: imaginary friends²and imaginary gods²have the time and 
patience to devote all of their attention to the sufferer«Dawkins 2006, 391)  
  
7KRXJK ERWK &DSODQ¶V DQG 'DZNLQV¶ WRQHV DUHKDUVK &DSODQ PRUH WKDQ 'DZNLQV ZKLFK LV
surprising) and frankly patronising, their arguments are in many ways erroneously subjective, 
as they are not based in fact. However there is a reason for illustrating all of these points. For 
a start, it provides us with a number of helpful hints and provisos when treading the waters of 
the science and religion debate. The first is that it points out the fact that there are many critics 
within this debate who are in fact incredibly scornful of religion. It must be noted however that 
this is not a modern quandary; individuals like Ludwig Feuerbach and also Friedrich Nietzsche 
KHOGFULWLFDOYLHZVRIµUHOLJLRQ¶)RULQVWDQFH1LHW]FKHLQKLV³GHDWKRI*RG´FRQFHSWXDOLVDWLRQ
questioned the significance of the human relation with the Judaeo-Christian God in the wake 
RIDVHFXODULVWVRFLHW\6WDQOH\5RVHQKDVWKLVWRVD\DERXW1LHW]VFKH¶VFRQFHSW³«1LHW]VFKH
transfers to mankind the power assigned by the Judaeo-Christian God [creaWLRQ@´ 5RVHQ
1995, 11). In other words it is man that created God not the other way around, and Nietzsche 
LQPDQ\ZD\VTXHVWLRQVPDQ¶VGHLILFDWLRQLQOLJKWRIWKLVDQGLQDZRUOGWKDWDSSHDUHGWRµQR
ORQJHUQHHG¶*RG/XGZLJ)HXHUEDFKLQPDQ\ZD\VDOVRVaw God and religious phenomenon 
not only to be of anthropological significance but also of human design and creation:  
  
We have shown that the substance and object of religion is altogether human; we have shown 
that divine wisdom is human wisdom; that the secret of theology is anthropology; that the 
absolute mind is the so-called finite subjective mind. But religion is not conscious that its 
elements are human; on the contrary it places itself in opposition to the human, or at least it 
does not admit that its elements are human. The necessary turning±point of history is therefore 
the open confession, that the consciousness of God is nothing else than the consciousness of the 
species; that man can and should raise himself only above the limits of his individuality, and 
not above the laws, the positive essential conditions of his species; that there is no other essence 
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ZKLFKPDQ\FDQWKLQN«ORYHDQGDGRUHDV7KHabsolute, than the essence of human nature itself 
(Feuerbach 1957, 270)   
  
What all of the examples above provide us with is evidence that suggests, despite the 
harshness, danger, and subjectivity of these views, that this type of criticism does exist and 
that it has existed for some time; and that it is held by many individuals, even those (like 
scholars) who we would expect to be more open-minded and objective. This intolerance is 
HYLGHQFHGE\0LFKDHO6KHUPHUZKRVWDWHVWKDW³,ZLQFHZKHQ,KHDUUHOLJLRXVSHRSOHUHIHUUHG
WRDVµIDLWK-KHDGV¶DQGµFORZQV¶DVEHLQJOHVVLQWHOOLJHQWRUSRRUO\UHDVRQHGRU ZRUVHGHOXGHG´
(Shermer 2008, 49). It goes without saying that Caplan and Dawkins, are not the only critics 
of religion who see it in this way, need I draw attention to Daniel Dennett, Sam Harris, Victor 
J. Stenger and Christopher Hitchens to name only a few of the most evangelical critics of our 
time (pun intended). Furthermore, and perhaps more importantly what these criticisms of 
religion illustrate, is a specific ideology and mind-set that can in many ways be assumed to be 
a lingering concept from a much earlier age that still threads its way dangerously through our 
modern understanding of religion. This forces a wedge between science and religion, clearly 
demonstrating that in order to truly understand where we stand in regards to science and 
religion today we are aware of where we stood in the past.  
  
Regardless of our leanings here we must be aware of the fact that these beliefs exist and that 
they are unfortunate obstacles that must be navigated carefully when assessing science and 
religion systematically, and objectively. Though there is no one reason or cause that resulted 
in us thinking this way about religion, Asad mentions one of the many possible causes of our 
WKRXJKWVRQVFLHQFHDVµUDWLRQDOO\VXSHULRU¶WRUHOLJLRQ+HEHOLHYHVWKDWLW is down to the fact 
WKDWµUHOLJLRXVEHOLHIV¶DUHPRUHµULJLG¶WKDQVHFXODUSUDFWLFHV$VDG:LWKWKDWVDLG
however, he follows up this suggestion with a significant point. He suggests that despite his 
ruminations, there is no real evidence to support this, as one of the key reasons for our 
belittling thoughts towards religion suggests in many ways that there are many factors; and 
this becomes increasingly more obvious the more we look at the history of the relationship 
between science and religion. I tend to agree with him here, as limiting our reasons for 
believing science is more superior to religion by only one or two factors, risks reducing science 
and our thoughts on it to a simplistic and reductionist ideology (as we have with religion). In 
pursuing this line of thinking we would potentially be holding to the misconception that 
science is not a complex concept and therefore is not entitled to a fair and objective 
investigation into its changing history and changing definition, which would be a false and 




The examples above already illustrates the importance of understanding the history of science 
in relation to religion, especially as the evidence seems to suggest that the negative view of 
religion at present has been influenced by an older ideology. That said I am not suggesting that 
RWKHUIDFWRUVKDYHQRWJLYHQULVHWRWKHVHVHWRIPRGHUQEHOLHIVDVDJUHDWGHDORIµQHZDWKHLVP¶
has emerged out of a reaction towards Christian values that have sprung up in America during 
WKH HDUO\ µQRXJKWLHV¶ $Q H[DPSOH RI WKLV µQHZ DWKHLVP¶ VR WR VSHDN LV SUHVHQWHG WR XV E\
Harrison who suggests that in recent years there has also been an upsurge of what he refers to 
DV³DJJUHVVLYHVFLHQWLILFDOO\PRWLYDWHGDWKHLVP´,ELG2QHH[DPSOHRID³QHZDWKHLVW´ZRXOG
EH5LFKDUG'DZNLQV¶ZKRLVPHQWLRQHGDERYHZKRLQZURWHThe God Delusion which 
discredits the existence of a universal creator. Harrison believes that this phenomena has been 
brought on to counteract the conservative religious movements in the United Sates that reject 
evolution and other scientific theories, but more significantly he believes that this has been 
caused by the historical thesis that surrounds the relationship between science and religion, 
one that hHVD\V³VDZWKHPDW³ORJJHUKHDGV´+DUULVRQ 
  
What he is referring to here, it seems, is the Draper-White hypothesis that has been a dominant 
factor in our misunderstanding of the relationship between science and religion. Not to 
mention it may have been one of the causes as to why religion and science are viewed in the 
ways presented above. So what is the Draper White opinion that so coloured the way we see 
VFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQ"+DUULVRQVXPVLWXSDVDVWUDWHJ\IRUSURPRWLQJWKHSROLWLFVRI³VFLHQFH´
over that of religion. He writes that:  
Largely as a consequence of the efforts of those who sought to promote the political 
IRUWXQHV RI ³VFLHQFH´ WKHUHHPHUJHG WKH KLVWRULFDO WKHVLV RI DQ RQJRLQJ VFLHQFH UHOLJLRQ
conflict²a view epitomized in the now unfashionable histories of Andrew Dickson White 
and John Draper. A good sense of the general tenor of these works can be gleaned from 
their titles, respectively, A History of the Warfare of Science with Theology in 
Christendom (1896) and History of the Conflict between Religion and Science (1875). The 
enduring legacy of this group, however, has been the perpetuation of the myth of a 
perennial warfare between science and religion (Harrison 87, 2006).  
   
  
Additionally, this is supported by Lindberg who informs us further that a great deal of damage 
was caused by scholars like Draper and White who coloured the history of science and religion 
with a rather militant brush, by presenting a rather fractured as well as aggressive, and frankly 
IDOVH UHODWLRQVKLS EHWZHHQ VFLHQFH DQG UHOLJLRQ SDLQWLQJ UHOLJLRQ DV WKH SURYHUELDO µFRPLF
YLOODLQ¶RIWKHµFUXVDGLQJ¶VFLHQFH+HEHOLHYHVWKDWWKHLUYLHZLVLQPDQ\ZD\VWREODPHIRUWKH
UDWKHUQHJDWLYHµZRUOGYLHZ¶DOWKRXJKWKLVLVVRPHZKDWRIDSUREOHPDWLFDUJXPHQWLQLWVHOIDV
it is important that we do not base other world views on our own Western view) of religion to 




+HLVRIWKHRSLQLRQWKDW³'UDSHUVKDSHGZKat has become a widespread (probably 
the dominant) interpretation of the relationship between science and the early church: that 
WKHFKXUFKLILWGLGQRWHQWLUHO\VWDPSRXWVFLHQFHVXUHO\UHWDUGHGLWVSURJUHVV´,ELG 
Of greater concern to Lindberg is the fact that this opinion has also held a great deal of 
influence in the study of the history of science and religion, to the point that it has only been 
in the last 20 years or so that this hypothesis as well as the scholarship that it encouraged, has 
been recognised as a danger to and as a part of scholarship over the last 20 years (Ibid 20). 
This is also supported by Harrison (2006) who notes that this misinterpretation is presenting 
scholars with a great deal of uncertainty when approaching or at least evaluating the past 
relationship between science and religion; as they have to be even more careful in their 
interpretation of the past. Despite what Harrison and Lindberg say in regards to how this idea 
is now taken as problematic within the history of science and religion, this mind-set still 
prevails in modern scholarship. For instance, the historian Charles Freeman bases a whole 
body of work on blaming Christianity for the suppression as well as burying of Greek natural 
philosophical works for over one thousand years, what he describes in the very colourful 
SKUDVH³WKHFORVLQJRIWKH:HVWHUQPLQG´KHZULWHVWKDW 
2QHILQGVFRPELQDWLRQRIIDFWRUVEHKLQG³WKHFORVLQJRIWKHZHVWHUQPLQG´WKHDWWDFN
on Greek philosophy by [the apostle] Paul, the adoption of Platonism by Christian 
theologians and the enforcement of orthodoxy by emperors desperate to keep good 
order. The imposition of orthodoxy went hand in hand with a stifling of any form of 
independent reasoning. By the fifth century, not only has rational though been 
VXSSUHVVHGEXWWKHUHKDVEHHQDVXEVWLWXWLRQIRULWRIµP\VWHU\PDJLFDQGDXWKRULW\¶
(Freeman 2003, xviii).   
Not only was this view responsible for pitting religion in many ways against science but it was 
also potentially responsible IRU LQIOXHQFLQJWKHEHOLHIWKDW³UHOLJLRQ´GHWHVWHG³VFLHQFH´DV LW
was not only a hinderer of innovative progress but suppressed freedom of thought and the 
VSUHDGLQJRILGHDVZKHUHDVVFLHQFHZDVWKHµJROGHQFKLOG¶DQGGHHPHGDVQRWRQO\EHLQJWKH
more rational of the two, but it was given the mantle as a concept that encouraged freedom of 
thought, expression, and as we saw in the previous chapter, truth.   
Though this theory is perhaps one of the more prevailing reasons for the false impression that 
we have of this relationship that emanates to this day, Harrison also suggests that there were 
a number of other developments that also fed into this myth of conflict between science and 
UHOLJLRQ2QHVXFKGHYHORSPHQWLVZKDW+DUULVRQDWWULEXWHVWRWKH³HPHUJHnce of the scientific 
SURIHVVLRQ´ ZKLFK KH EHOLHYHV ³PHVKHG QHDWO\ ZLWK SURJUHVVLYLVW FRQFHSWLRQV RI KLVWRU\´
(Harrison, 2006, 88-89). In other words a belief was held in the nineteenth century that it was 
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an age of progression, and a movement from the more primitive state of being that dealt with 
the unprovable (like religion and the supernatural) to one that was of a higher level of 
GHYHORSPHQWµWKHVFLHQWLILF¶,ELGRQFHDJDLQSRUWUD\LQJUHOLJLRQDVDKDUPIXOLGHRORJ\LQ
many ways religion become WKHµ\LQ¶WRVFLHQFH¶Vµ\DQJ¶ 







which was granted through science not religion. Harrison has this to say DERXW³WKHJUHDWPDQ
WKHRU\´ 
0RUHRYHU ZLWK WKHJURZWK LQ SRSXODULW\ RI WKH ³JUHDWPDQ´ WKHRU\RIKLVWRU\ WKHUHDURVHD
tendency to identify heroic figures in the past, credit them with great achievements, and pit 





the history of science is still today the one that most excites the popular imagination, and indeed 
not all scholarly historians are immune to its attractions (Harrison 2006 88-89)  
  
However, as with so many things in history this is only one interpretation of the past and in 
many ways not one oIWKHWUXHULQWHUSUHWDWLRQVRIZKDWLVUHIHUUHGWRDVWKHµ*DOLOHR$IIDLU¶DV
*DOLOHR¶VUHODWLRQVKLSZLWKWKHFKXUFKZDVIDUPRUHFRPSOLFDWHGWKDQWKLVRQHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQ
DOORZV:LVDQJLYHVXVDJOLPSVHLQWR*DOLOHR¶VUDWKHUILHU\UHODWLRQVKLSZLWKWKHFhurch:  
Immediately after his discoveries Galileo began a campaign to convert the Church to the 
Copernican system. This soon gained him the enmity of a number of clergy, especially at the 
lower level of the hierarchy, who found his behaviour intolerable (Wisan 1986, 477)  
With all of this said, it is however safe to assume that despite the many possible reasons and 
influences as to why we come to think of the relationship of science and religion in this rather 
problematic way, it comes with the unfortunate side effect that religion is often taken less 
seriously than science, as is clearly demonstrated above. Therefore, we cannot escape from the 
fact that it is an unfortunate and rather dangerous artefact of not only a more antiquated time, 
EXWRIDµUHLPDJLQLQJ¶RIWKHSDVWWKDWVWLOOSHUPHDWHVLQIOXHQFHVDQGFRORXUVRXUWKRXJKWVDQG
in many ways our methods of dealing with science and religion. This is apparent to the extent 
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that fields of study have sprung up to tackle many of the questions associated with this 
problem. Alexander writes that:   
I think that it would be fair to say that academic science-religion studies have undergone a 
UHQDLVVDQFHRYHUWKHSDVWIHZGHFDGHV«7RGD\WKHUHDUHDSOHWKRUDRIERRNVFRQIHUHQFHV
chairs on subject in major universities, degrees offered, plus research centres such as the 
)DUDGD\,QVWLWXWHIRU6FLHQFHDQG5HOLJLRQLQ&DPEULGJH«$QLPSRUWDQWFRQVHTXHQFHKDV
been a complete reassessment of historical literature on the relationship between science 
and religion (Alexander 17, 2008).   
There are a number of reasons to mention that our way of thinking about science and religion 
(as a debate) is primarily a recent construction. The first is because it is important that we are 
aware that this is only a recent development, suggesting that like religion, science too has a 
history and has changed through the ages. It is all well and good to suggest that science is in 
many ways more rational and objective but it is also important that when engaging with this 
debate that we are aware of all of these factors, not only the history of science and religion as 
separate concepts, but also how the science and religion relationship has changed as well as 
has been reinterpreted as well as misinterpreted through the ages; ever emphasising the fact 
that when looking at this relationship we are dealing with something that is relatively complex.   
To elaborate, not only is it important that we understand their interaction and their changing 
dynamic, but also the transformation of terms and concepts through the ages.  There are a 
number of reasons for doing this. The first is that in many ways this rather systematic approach 
offers a fair and objective understanding of science; as it is important that we understand the 
history of a concept and its changing modes in order to understand its present incarnation. 
For instance, if we are to argue that chemistry is the same as it was 4oo years ago, then we 
would be greatly mistaken, as we would be ignoring the fact that alchemy was in many ways a 
precursor to chemistry. Therefore, if we make this mistake and presume that chemistry is the 
same as it was in the Middle Ages or even as late as the 18th century we risk anachronistic 
readings and assumptions of chemistry in the past. Additionally we also run into many 
complications if we were to assume that chemistry and alchemy are the same  because we may 
harbour the wrongful view that alchemy is nothing more than an earlier version of chemistry 
rather than a phenomenon with a real past and evolution.  
Harrison points to the fact that this is often a problem with studying the history of the 
UHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQ VFLHQFH DQG UHOLJLRQ KH ZULWHV WKDW ³&RQVLderation of the historically 
FRQGLWLRQHG QDWXUH RI µVFLHQFH¶ DQG RI µUHOLJLRQ¶ EULQJ WR OLJKW D QXPEHU RI XQVSRNHQ
assumptions in some mainstream science-and-religion discussions and highlights the need for 
serious revision of common approaches to this issXHV´+DUULVRQ0DLQO\SUREOHPV
DVVRFLDWHGZLWKZKDWKDVEHHQSRLQWHGRXWDERYHLQUHJDUGVWRRXUXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIµVFLHQFH¶
in the past, that is to come to terms with the fact that science, like religion, is not a static 
concept and it that it has not always been as we understand it in the 21st century.   
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This is further supported by Margaret Osler who writes about the problems that arise from 
IROORZLQJ VXFK DVVXPSWLRQV DQG VWDQGLQJ E\ WKH LGHD WKDW WKH ³GLVFLSOLQDU\ ERXQGDULHV
[between science aQGUHOLJLRQ@KDYHUHPDLQHGVWDWLFWKURXJKRXWKLVWRU\´2VOHU7KLV
is supported further by Brooke who writes that:  
«SUREOHPVDULVHDVVRRQDVRQHHQTXLUHVDERXWWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQµVFLHQFH¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶
in the past. Not only have the boundaries between them shifted with time, but to abstract them 
from their historical context can lead to artificiality as well as anachronism (Brooke 1991, 16)  
 In order to avoid problems such as these and deal with these issues effectively, we need to be 
aware of the fact that like religion our understanding of what science was and is (which if often 
and wrongfully brought up in this debate as a means of justification for showing why religion 
DQGVFLHQFHVKRXOG³JHWDORQJ´WRGD\WDNHVPDQ\IDFWRUVIRUJUDQWHG7KDWLVQRWWRPHQWLRQ
that sadly this thought process is often coupled with a rather anachronistic reading of the past 
which distorts our perspective of the relationship between science and religion. An example of 
such anachronistic and rather problematic thinking can be found in the works of Heninger 
who refers to the 18th FHQWXU\DVDWLPHZKHQERWKµVFLHQFH¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶ZKHUHDWRGGV+H
writes that ³6FLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQZHUHE\WKHQDWRGGVDQGDQ\modus vivendi which attempted 
WRHQFRPSDVVWKHPERWKZDVERXQGWRVHHPODXJKDEOH´+HQLQJHU 
   
There are a number of obvious problems that arise from this comment. The first is that by 
referring WRµVFLHQFH¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶DVEHLQJDWRGGV+HQLQJHULVDVVXPLQJDQGDOVRLPSO\LQJ
that there was some sort of relationship between science and religion in the 18th century as 
there is today. There are a number of difficulties associated with this hypothesis; the first is 
that by suggesting this, Heninger is assuming that religion and science were the same in the 
18th century as they are today. As we know from our study on religion in the previous chapter, 
WKLVLVQRWWKHFDVHIRUUHOLJLRQµ5HOLJLRQ¶ZDV only coming into its own in the 18th century, and 
it still had a century or so to go before it took its recognisable modern form. So, with this said 
KRZFRXOGµUHOLJLRQ¶DQGµVFLHQFH¶EHDWRGGVZLWKRQHDQRWKHULQWKHth century when at least 
one of these concepts did not exist as we know it today? He makes a similar blunder with 
µVFLHQFH¶E\DVVXPLQJWKDWµVFLHQFH¶ZDVDOVRLQLWVUHFRJQLVDEOHIRUPLQWKHth century. By 
proposing such a notion he is in danger of doing what was warned about above, and that is 
UHGXFLQJµVFLHQFH¶WRDVLPSOLVWLFFRQFHSWWKDWKDVQRKLVWRU\RUPRGDOVKLIW7KLVFDQQRWEH
DQVZHUHG VXIILFLHQWO\ ZLWKRXW VRPH LGHD DV WR ZKDW µVFLHQFH¶ LI LW FDQ HYHQ EH FDOOHG WKLV
existed in the 18th century. Therefore, in order for HeningHU¶VK\SRWKHVLVWREHUHPRWHO\FRUUHFW
WKHµVFLHQFH¶WKDWKHZDVUHIHUULQJWRDVEHLQJDWRGGVZLWKUHOLJLRQLQWKHth century has to be 
YHU\VLPLODUWRRXUSUHVHQWXQGHUVWDQGLQJRILWRULWLVQRWµVFLHQFH¶ 
6RKRZGRHV+HQLQJHU¶V LGHDVWDQGXSWRWhis fact? Unfortunately for Heninger, in light of 




place in the nineteenth century between 1780-1850; and according to Cunningham the term 
was coined by William Whewell in 1833 (Schaffer 1986, 413; Cunningham 1988, 385). Long 
DIWHU+HQLQJHU¶VHVWLPDWLRQRIWKHth century; suggesting that science did not even exist at 
the time that ERWKµVFLHQFH¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶ZHUHSUHVXPDEO\DWRGGV3URYLGLQJPRUHHYLGHQFH
WRWKHIDFWLV+DUULVRQZKRLQIRUPVKLVUHDGHUVWKDWWKHWHUP³VFLHQWLVW´ZDVQRWFRLQHGXQWLO
1833 (Harrison 2006, 21), suggesting that before that date the concept of science and the 
³VFLHQWLVW´WKDWGLGQRWH[LVWZHOODWOHDVWLQWKHZD\WKDW+HQLQJHUVXJJHVWV%HIRUHWKDWGDWH
the study of nature and the universe (what Heninger seems in many ways to be referring to as 
D µSUH-VFLHQFH¶ VR WR VSHDN IHOO LQWR D QXPEHU RI GLIIHrent disciplines that dealt with these 
questions quite differently. Harrison informs us of this fact when he states that the study of 
QDWXUHLQWKH(DUO\PRGHUQSHULRG³WRRNSODFHLQDQXPEHURIGLVFLSOLQHV´+DUULVRQ
7KDWµQDWXUDOKLVWRU\¶µQDWXUDOSKLORVRSK\¶DQGµQDWXUDOVFLHQFH¶IRUWKDWPDWWHUZHUHTXLWH
different enterprises in the nineteenth century.   
)URP +DUULVRQ¶V FRPPHQWV WKHUH LV QR LQIHUHQFH WKDW WKHUH ZDV D VHSDUDWH UHODWLRQVKLS
between science and religion as Heninger seems to suggest. The only indication of a slight 
relationship between these proposed disciplines is that Harrison presents us with the notion 
WKDW XQOLNH µQDWXUDO VFLHQFH¶ µQDWXUDO SKLORVRSK\¶ DQG µQDWXUDO KLVWRU\¶ KDG PRUH UHOLJLRXV
undertones to them. To support this he writes:  
Neither were natural history and natural philosophy synonyms for what we now call natural 
science. Rather, they entail a different understanding of knowledge of nature: they were 
motivated by different concerns and were integrated into other forms of knowledge and belief 
in a way quite alien to the modern sciences. The provinces of these enterprises were not 
FRH[WHQVLYHZLWKWKDWRI³VFLHQFH´DVLWZDVXQGHUVWRRGWKHQRUQRZ«1RZKHUHLVWKHGLIIHUHQFH
between these disciplines and modern science more apparent than in those religious elements 
that were integral to the practice of the early modern study of nature. Natural history and 
natural philosophy were frequently pursued from religious motives, they were based on 
religious presuppositions, and, insofar as they were regarded as legitimate forms of knowledge, 
they drew their social sanctions from religion (Harrison 2006, 84-85)  
  
Of importance here is the fact that both natural history and natural philosophy had a close 
working relationship with theology, but there is no indication, at least from the evidence 
presented by Harrison that it was the type of relationship that seems to be specified by 
+HQLQJHU  )XUWKHU KLJKOLJKWLQJ +HQLQJHU¶V VXSSRVLWLRQ ZH DUH SUHVHQWHG ZLWK HYHQ PRUH
problems that are raised from his rather anachronistic readings. The most troublesome of 
which is that through his assumption that both science and religion were at odds with one 
another in the 18th century, the presumption arises that they must have had some type of 
relationship beforehand. Whether congenial, harmonious, or co-dependent is entirely 
irrelevant because in light of the evidence thus provided all of these assumptions would be 
EDVHGRQDQHUURQHRXVUHDGLQJRIWKHKLVWRU\RIµVFLHQFH¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶)XUther problems that 
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arise from these misreading is that due to the fact that there are so many uncertainties 
UHJDUGLQJ WKLV UHODWLRQVKLS LW LGHQWLILHV +HQLQJHU¶V DSSURDFK DV WKH LQFRUUHFW DSSURDFK
because it is based primarily on assumption, interpretation, and lack of sufficient information 
gathering.   
The point that is being addressed here is that in light of the evidence provided many potential 
difficulties can arise when trudging through the deep dark recesses of the science v religion 
debates as there are many suppositions, erroneous, and anachronistic readings and 
interpretations of the relationship between science and religion. That is to say that Heninger 
is not the only individual that reads anachronistically into the relationship between science 
and religion. We get a very similar responses from individuals like Barbour, Shaw, Voss, and 
Joost-Gaugier, to name a few. Another example of this discrepancy is presented by the 
acclaimed scholar within the field of science and religion Ian Barbour. He writes in reference 
to science and religion that:  
When religion first met modern science in the seventeenth century, the encounter was a 
friendly one. Most of the founders of the scientific revolution were devout Christians who 
held that in their scientific work they were studying the handiwork of the Creator. By the 
eighteenth century many scientists believed in a God who had designed the universe, but 
they no longer believed in a personal God actively involved in the world and human life. By 
the nineteenth century some scientists were hostile to religion²though Darwin still 
maintained that the process of evolution (but not the details of particular species) was 
designed by God. (Barbour 2000, xi)  
  
:HVHHDJUHDWGHDORI+HQLQJHU¶VPHWKRGRORJ\HFKRHGZLWKLn the works of Ian Barbour, and 
without rehashing points that have already been addressed, the errors in the statement above 
should be quite obvious to us; ranging from the assumption that science was in fact modern in 
the seventeenth century and was frienGO\ ZLWK µUHOLJLRQ¶ ZKLFK ZH FDQ RQO\ DVVXPH WR EH
&KULVWLDQLW\$VWKLV LV WKHRQO\ µUHOLJLRQ¶KHVHHPVFRPIRUWDEOHZLWKDGGUHVVLQJ IXOO\ LQKLV
UHOLJLRQDQGVFLHQFHWH[WVWRWKHSRLQWWKDWLWVHHPVWREHWKHRQO\µUHOLJLRQ¶LQH[LVWHQFHZKLFK
from DubXLVVRQ¶VSRLQWRIYLHZLWLQHYLWDEO\LVDOWKRXJK%DUERXUVHHPVREOLYLRXVWR
WKLV W\SH RI FULWLFDO HYDOXDWLRQ RI µUHOLJLRQ¶ )XUWKHUPRUH WKH IDFW WKDW KH UHIHUV WR µPRGHUQ
VFLHQFH¶DVKDYLQJH[LVWHGLQWKHth century is also highly problematic especially as Harrison 
DVVXUHVXVDVZHKDYHVHHQDERYHWKDWWKH³LQYHQWLRQRIVFLHQFHDVDKLVWRULFDOHYHQW´GLGQRW
take place until somewhere between 1780-1850 (Harrison 2006, 86). The evidence provided 
above, or the lack thereof, is an indication that Barbour is unaware of the vast and complex 
KLVWRU\ RI ERWK µUHOLJLRQ¶ DQG µVFLHQFH¶ WKLV LV DVVXPHG E\ KLV YHU\ UHGXFWLRQLVW DV ZHOO DV






popular understanding of it at face value.   
Another example of a rather anachronistic and subjective reading which can occur within this 
form of scholarship can be found in and an article written by Angela Voss that looks very 
loosely at how our acceptance of science has in many ways destroyed the Platonic and therefore 
very magical imagination that we once had; in many ways demonstrating the opposite 
ideological form from the ones that we have been dealing with above, that is that Voss sees 
science and rationalism as the antithesis of imagination and spirituality. That said, this 
imagining is also as erroneous as the others because of its subjective nature (demonstrating 
the problems can arise from either camps):  
We must surely all agree that the general movement of Western intellectual life since Descartes 
has been towards increasing detachment of observation, compartmentalised thinking and 
rational explanation«Modern positivist thought now takes the shadows of Plato's cave to be the 
'real' world and reduces his Ideas to mere abstractions. The world beyond the literal becomes 
shadowy, superstitious mumbo-jumbo, inevitably, as it cannot reveal its meaning in the harsh 
light of scientific experiment or rational analysis. If we are to teach astrology in Universities, we 
will have to reclaim our ground, the middle ground in which we delight in mystery with the 
'divine enthusiasm' of the neoplatonic magi. (Voss, Angela www.skyscript.co.uk/allegory.html 
accessed by author at 16:00 on July 19th 2013)  
  
There are of course a number of problems with this. The first is that it assumes that Platonism 
ZDV LQ IDFW µPDJLFDO¶ RU WKDW LW KDG D PDJLFDO HOHPHQW WR LW ZKDWHYHU WKDW PHDQV WKLV LV
wrongfully assumed without any evidence or in fact any explanation as to what is meant by 
this. 2) This statement is made with no evidence to suggest that Voss looked deeply into the 
changing modes of thought in both science and philosophy or for that matter the life, politics, 
and events taking place in ancient Greece thaWPD\KDYHLQIOXHQFHGDQGFRORXUHG3ODWR¶VYLHZ
RIWKHZRUOG)XUWKHUPRUHWKHUHLVQRLQGLFDWLRQWKDW9RVVH[DPLQHGKRZWKLVµ3ODWRQLF¶DQG
µ1HRSODWRQLF¶LPDJHKDVLQHYLWDEO\VKLIWHGWKURXJKWKHDJHV7KHUHIRUHLWFRPHVDFURVVPRUHDV
wishful thinking rather than something supported by substantial evidence. Furthermore, Voss 
VXJJHVWVWKDWZHVKRXOGµWUXO\GHOLJKW¶LQWKHP\VWHULHVRIWKHµQHRSODWRQLFmagi¶EXWLQRUGHU
to do that surely we would have to be aware that he/she existed and if so what it meant to be a 
µQHRSODWRQLFmagi¶(YHQLIZHPDQDJHGWRILQGWKLVLQIRUPDWLRQRXWKRZFRXOGZHWKHQDYRLG
an anachronistic reading of it, let alone apply it to our 21st FHQWXU\LGHDVUHODWLQJWRµVFLHQFH¶
DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶"7KLVLVUDWKHUUHPLQLVFHQWRI+HQLQJHU¶VµVFLHQFH¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶FRPPHQWDVLWLV
based on a perceived reality rather than one that is based on factual evidence. Evidence that 
when presented may have the potential to null and void all that is written above as being 




that is that the imagination has been replaced by a more scientific and critical methodological 
scholarship, we would be remiss if we were to base all of our assumptions on our modern 
LQWHUSUHWDWLRQVUDWKHUWKDQORRNLQJDWWKHµUHDO¶VWRU\EHKLQGZKDWZHPD\EHOLHYHZDVIDFWXDO
in the past, rather than what was factual; hence our reason for coming to terms with the 
FRPSOH[KLVWRU\RIWKHµVFLHQFH¶µUHOLJLRQ¶UHODWLRQVKLSUDWKHUWKDQPDNLQJIDOVHDVVXPSWLRQV
DVLQWHUSUHWDWLRQVVXFKDV9RVV¶VIRULQVWDQFHSXWVRQHLQPLQGRIDPRUHIDQFLIXODQGURPDQWLF
reinterpretation of the past, rather than a realistic and scientific interpretation of it, one that 
considers all possible factors. More importantly, how can we or in this case Voss, be certain 
that the way in which our predecessors viewed the world was remotely as we think they did, 
when all the evidence we have looked at thus far, especially in relation to religion, has seemed 
to suggest the contrary?   
Though this may seem like a rather odd example, the point that I am making is that these 
readings exist in the science v religion debate, and they are everywhere; and because of this we 
PXVW UHPDLQ µHYHU YLJLODQW¶ RI WKH SRWHQWLDO SUREOHPV WKDW PD\ DULVH IURP WKLV IRUP RI
scholarship. That is to say that in knowing this, anytime a scholar brings up the fact that 
humans were more magical and imaginative at a certain point in history, or that science and 
rHOLJLRQZDV µOLNH WKLV¶RU µOLNH WKDW¶ LQ WKHSDVWDODUPEHOOV VKRXOGULQJ LQ WKHPLQGRIDQ\
cautious scholar; as this is a clear example of problematic scholarship because it assumes that 
not only were we more imaginative in the past than we are now (and that the reason for this is 
because of our scientific understanding) but it does this without taking any other factors, like 
modal shifts of understanding, into account.   
There are of course a number of problems with these interpretations that have not yet been 
mentioned, especially in light of the substantial evidence provided that suggests much of what 
has been exampled above by these scholars is dangerously unsupported. This becomes even 
more terrifying when one realises that these studies are available to the public and therefore 
ZLOOEHFRORXULQJWKHSXEOLFV¶SHUVSHFWLYHZKHQLWFRPHVWRVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQDVVFKRODUVKLS
such as this feeds false claims to an awaiting public. This revelation means that not only do we 
have to take a great deal of whDWZHUHDGZLWKLQWKLVGLVFLSOLQHVRWRVSHDNZLWKDµSLQFKRI
VDOW¶DVLVVXJJHVWHGE\+DUULVRQDERYHEXWZHKDYHWRLQPDQ\ZD\VVHWRXWWRFRUUHFWWKH
damage that has been done by past scholarship. This can actually be quite a challenge 
especially when there is so much scholarship out there that is flawed, as we are presented with 
in the examples above, and is revealed in our section on the Draper-White phenomenon.   
For instance we can see similar misreading and disregard of the past in not only the works of 
those mentioned above, but in the works of presumably acclaimed, reliable and respectable 
voices in the science/religion community. This includes Peacocke, Polkinghorne, Davis, Reese, 
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Wilbur, to name only a few; illustrating the immense gravitas of this situation. For instance 
Paul Davies writes that:  
Four hundred years ago science came into conflict with religion because it seemed to threaten 
0DQNLQG¶VFR]\SODFHZLWKLQDSXUSRVHEXLOWFRVPRVGHVLJQHGE\*RG7KHUHYROXWLRQEHJXQ
with Copernicus and finished with Darwin had the effect of marginalizing, even trivializing, 
human beings. People were no longer cast at the center of the great scheme, but were relegated 
to an incidental and seemingly pointless role in an indifferent cosmic drama«Davies 1992, 
20-21)  
Note the very definitive as well as confident language that he uses here to describe how people 
in the 17th FHQWXU\YLHZHGWKHUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQµVFLHQFH¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶+LVXVHRILQIRUPDO
ZRUGV OLNH µFR]\¶ µWULYLDOL]LQJ¶ DQG SKUDVHV OLNH µVHHPLQJO\ SRLQWOHVV UROH LQ DQ LQGLIIHUHQW
FRVPLFGUDPD¶LVDYHU\FOHYHUXVHRIpathos as it makes one feel as though he/she can really 
identify and sympathise with the 17th century contemporary. However with that said, how is 
this not anachronistic? How can one truly identify with the 17th century (whomever)? One 
cannot, and what seems to be highlighted in the statement above is that Davies seems to 
believe that this is really how they felt. This is extremely problematic not to mention highly 
generalised as well as anachronistic, as he is assuming this without taking any other factors 
(like the changing of the science and religion dynamic as well as their complex history) into 
account. In light of the evidence we have provided he falls quite short RIWKH µWUXWKV¶RIWKH
matter.   
Harrison informs us that many historians are not only aware of the misrepresentations of 
history in the science/religion question (as has been demonstrated above) but also the 
anachronistic readings that grip this subject matter, to the point that it is putting many 
historians of science on edge, so to speak, as they are becoming more and more aware of the 
problems associated with our interpretation of the past. Harrison writes that:  
Over the past few decades, however, many historians have expressed reservations about 
presumed continuities in the history of science. These reservations have been expressed in a 
variety of ways, but common to them all is a plea against the anachronistic assumption that the 
study of nature in earlier historical periods was prosecuted more or less along the same lines as 
those adopted by modern scientists. (Harrison 2006, 82).   
  
A rather frank example and criticism of this rather anachronistic and traditional way of 
viewing science in the past LVSUHVHQWHGWRXVE\$QGUHZ&XQQLQJKDPZKRZULWHVWKDW³ZKHQ
ZHVWXG\VFLHQFHLQWKHSDVWLVLWVFLHQFHLQDQ\PHDQLQJIXOVHQVH´&XQQLQJKDP,
would suggest, much like Cunningham and Harrison that this is a question that we must 
consider constantly when we are engaging in this field of study especially if we are to interpret 
this relationship in any meaningful and objective way. That is not to say that this is an 
impossible feat, but it requires a constant awareness and self-awareness on the part of the 
UHVHDUFKHU WR TXHVWLRQ DOO WKLQJV LQ WKLV ILHOG QRW RQO\ WKH ZRUNV RI RWKHUV EXW RQH¶V RZQ
methodological practices. This is supported by King who states that the researcher must 
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SRVVHVV D ³PRUH FULWLFDO DQG VHOI-reflexive stance with regard to those approaches, 
presuppositions and categories than has generally been accepted [in the past and present] as 
XQSUREOHPDWLF´ .LQJ  7KLV LV DOVRVXSSRUWHGE\ 0F&XWFKHRQZKR VWDWHV WKDW ³LI
VWXGHQWV«DFNQRZOHGJHWKLV>DQG@UHFRJQL]HWKHLQKHUHQWOLPLWDWLRQVRIWKHLUZRUN«WKHQWKH\
ZLOOKDYHVXFFHHGHGLQQHJRWLDWLQJWKHHVVHQWLDOLVWWUDS«VQDUHGE\PDQ\RIWKHLUSUHGHFHVVRUV´
(McCutcheon 1997, 212).  
The purpose of the above is to demonstrate a number of problems that may arise in the science 
v religion debate, one of which is forcing our own interpretations onto what we may perceive 
the past to be without truly understanding the different factors involved in these discursive 
processes. By viewing past thoughts and ideologies in this way we risk overlooking the many 
events, factors, fluctuations of thoughts and ideologies, cultural and environmental factors, 
technological and mathematical advancements, that have not only effected this relationship 
but have coloured how we understand both science and religion. Therefore in order to propose 
an objective view of the past it is important that we cover our bases as is proposed by 
McCutcheon, Asad, Dubuisson, Fitzgerald and King.   
As we have seen from the previous chapter, in regards to religion, this is a very important route 
to take and to apply to our own methodology as considering these factors, or at least being 
aware that not everything exists in isolation is incredibly important, we will find that this even 




of; that is that if we are referring to Christianity then we cannot ignore the fact that we are 
looking at this from a primarily Western perspective and comparing two primarily western 
FRQFHSWV0F&XWFKHRQLQIRUPVXVWKDWD³ORQJVWDQGLQJ(XURSHDQGRPLQDQFH´LVIRXQGLQWKH
field of religious studies, this dominance also makes its mark very strongly in science and 
religion studies. Examples of this very Western bias can be found in the titles of many books 
written by respected scholars within this field of study. Examples of only a few such books are 
The Mind of God, God Made the Integers, The Faith of a Physicist, The Language of God, 
Paths from Science Toward God and so on and so forth. What do these all have in common? 
2QHµPRQRWKHLVWLF¶DQGREYLRXVO\&KULVWLDQGHLW\*RG 
Therefore before moving onto the subject at hand, if we are to be as objective as possible, it is 
important as modern scholars that we are aware of the fact that when looking at this debate 
we are primarily dealing with a Western dominated field and therefore a strong Western bias 
should be expected as well as critically examined, it is of no use hiding from the fact. If we were 
to ignore this very crucial point we would be guilty of succumbing to the very same scholarship 
76  
  
that Harrison warns us against wheQ KH VWDWHV WKDW ³«>WKH@ IXQGDPHQWDO HUURU OD\ LQ WKH
assumption that science and religion are categories that can be meaningfully applied to all 
periods of Western history and, to a degree, the historical development of non-western 
FXOWXUHV´ +DUULVRQ 6, 90); a problem that we should strive to avoid in any objective 
method of scholarship. With that said, though we have had individuals such as Varadaraja V. 
Raman (2012) and Mehdi Golshani (2012) try to break this obvious norm by comparing 
science to more (DVWHUQµUHOLJLRQV¶WKHVHFRPHDFURVVWRWKHWUDLQHGH\HDVFOHYHUUKHWRULFDO
moves rather than provable observations. It must also be noted that when looking at these 
comparisons these authors are primarily comparing Eastern religions to a primarily western 
dominated construct, science. That is not to say that there were no other contributors to 
science and that it did not have a history elsewhere, as a great many scientific and 
mathematical innovations come from China, the Middle East, India and elsewhere5 (this too 
needs to be taken into account when looking at this more closely); but as is aptly put by Asad 
DVZHDUHGHDOLQJZLWKDSULPDULO\:HVWHUQFRQVWUXFWµUHOLJLRQ¶DQGDGHEDWHWKDWVXUURXQGV
and also tries to justify itself in terms of the very WHVWHUQFRQVWUXFWWKDWLVµUHOLJLRQ¶RUPRUH
accurately Christianity,  it would be a mistake to presently employ this debate in terms of other 
cultures  (Asad 1993, 1).   
                                                           
5Toby E. Huff tells us thaW³IURPWKHHLJKWKFHQWXU\WRWKHHQGRIWKHIRXUWHHQWK$UDELFVFLHQFH
was probably the most advanced science in the world, greatly surpassing the west and China. 
In virtually every field of endeavour² in astronomy, alchemy, mathematics, medicine, optics, 
and so forth²$UDELFVFLHQWLVWV«ZHUHLQWKHIRUHIURQWRIVFLHQWLILFDGYDQFHV´+XII 
  
,Q WHUPVRIVFLHQFHDQG,VODP0X]DIIDU ,TEDO WHOOVXV WKDW³7KH,VODPLFVFLHQWLILF WUDGLWLRQV
arrived in Europe through translation of essential texts from Arabic to Latin. One of the first 
texts to be translated was none other than the Grand Shaykh (al-Shaykh al-5D¶LVRI,VODPLF
science, Ibn Sina (980-ZKRVHQDPHZDV/DWLQL]HGDV$YLFHQQD´+HDOVRPHQWLRQVWKDW
$YLFHQQD¶VThe Book of Healing) philosophical and physical sections were translated in the 
twelfth century and the mathematical and geographical in the thirteenth century. He also 
PHQWLRQVDPRQJRWKHUWKLQJVWKDW,EQ5XVKG¶V$YHUUHRVZRUNVZHUHWUDQVODWHGLQWKHHDUO\
thirteenth century. In addition to other Islamic thinkers that made their mark on science, the 
Islamic world was also responsible for contributing to the West a Platonized versions of the 
$ULVWRWHOLDQFRUSXVZKLFKSURYLGHGVXSSRUWIRUSDQWKHLVPZULWWHQE\,EQ6LQD«ZKLFKZDV
later replaced by those of Ibn Rushd, in whose works Europe discovered a more authentic and 
less Platonized Aristotle (Iqbal 2002, 146-147)   
  
  
With that said, let us look a bit more closely at the problems associated with this form of 
scholarship as these must be understood and addressed if we are to treat this subject as fairly 
and as objectively as possible. At my last count there were at least a couple of glaringly obvious 
problems with it. The first (1) problem we have already looked at quite extensively above. This  
is either not taking the history of science and religion seriously, or reading anachronistically 
into the past, which more often than not results in us (the scholars) putting our own spin on 
how we believe the past to be or perhaps more accurately and almost abashedly how we want 
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or wish it to be. This way of thinking normally consists of some form of fantastical and 
delusional image of a time that was far greater than our own (in some cases) and in others, far 
simpler, when the truth of the matter is not that simple. This is especially as we are, in this 
case, mainly dealing with the changing of ideas and concepts which reflect the times (or should 
at least) reflect the times in which they were fashionable. Therefore this form of anachronistic 
reading into the subject at hand must be eliminated if we are to have any worthwhile 
movement forward into this field and to equally ensure that it has the mileage to carry on as a 
credible form of scholarship.    
The second (2) and perhaps as problematic as the first, as one accompanies and often 
influences the other, is the Western (Christo-centric bias) that seems to be highly prevalent in 
WKLV ILHOG$V0F&XWFKHRQLQIRUPVXVD³ORQJVWDQGLQJ(XURSHDQGRPLQDQFH´0F&XWFKHRQ
1997, 146) is found in the field of religious studies, and this dominance is sadly also virulent in 
the science/religion debate. Furthermore, the influence that one has over the other often 
occurs because we in the West normally project our rather Western (i.e. Euro Christo-centric 
views) as well as modern ideologies on an undeserving past, which in many ways is not 
surprising given the fact that according to the current scholarship we have in many ways 
constructed our history (or at least this history) through our relationship with Christianity. 
Not to mention (as has already been pointed out) that we in the West have had a tendency 
through history to understand others through this Christian lens.   
This is evidenced by the fact that many of the studies in this field have a strong cultural bias 
and most often favour Christianity, for one reason or another. As is stated by Muzaffar Iqbal 
perhaps two reasons for this discrepancy, especially in relation to Islam and science, are 
EHFDXVH³2QWKHRQHKDQGPRVW0XVOLPVFLHQWLVWVDSSHDUWo be neither qualified nor interested 
in this study. Religious scholars, on the other hand, generally know too little about modern 
VFLHQFHWRFRQWULEXWHRQWKHLURZQWRWKLVGLVFRXUVH´,TEDO+HIXUWKHUVWDWHVWKDW




result of this work, however, is that neither science nor Islam is granted the intellectual 
LQWHJULW\ HDFK GHVHUYHV QR JHQXLQH GLDORJXH WDNHV SODFH´ ,ELG, 143). What I would say in 
response to Iqbal however is that a great deal of the literature published by Western scholars, 
in this area, is also incredibly apologetic in nature this is supported by Dixon who writes that 
³«PXFKDFDGHPLFZRUNLQWKLVDUHDKas been concerned with the plausibility (or lack of it) of 




the complex history that science and religion had with one another in the past, but may also 
be related to the fact that the majority of contributors to this field are either white Christian 
(middle aged) theologians or incredibly vocal and distinguished atheist-cum-scientists, with a 
chip on their shoulders,  many of whom still hold to a rather elitist and imperialistic draconian 
ideology, two names that spring to mind are Richard Dawkins, and John Polkinghorne.   
Putting middle aged men aside for a moment, there is also another possibility that must be 
considered as to why this dialogue is so prominent in the West and very difficult to formulate 
in other traditions.  That is if we are to agree with Dubuisson and the other scholars that we 
have focused on in this thHVLVDQGDFFHSWWKDW³UHOLJLRQ´LVDZHVWHUQFRQVWUXFWWKHQLWZRXOG
not be too presumptuous to assume that the science/religion debate is also a Western creation 
and therefore can only be understood (currently) from a very particular Western ideological 
perspective; after all this dialogue does not appear to exist anywhere else, well at least in the 
magnitude it does in the West5. I am by no means suggesting that this is in any way a good 
thing, as proper focus and dialogue of other non-&KULVWLDQ³UHOLJLRQV´DQGWKHLUUHODWLRQVKLSWR
science would be a positive and also refreshing step in the right direction. I am merely 
considering that other reasons for the absence of proper dialogue is that this relationship is 
particular to the West. At least that seems to be what Iqbal is suggesting when he writes that 
³,VODP DQG VFLHQFH UHPDLQ LQ WZR VHSDUDWH QRQo-verlapping zones of discourse for most 
0XVOLPVHYHQ0XVOLPVFLHQWLVWV´,ELGDQGZHPXVWDOVRFRQVLGHUWKHIDFWWKDW%XGGKLVP
is another cultural tradition that is not at odds with science. In fact as is pointed out by the 
'DODL/DPDWKHUHLVYHU\OLWWOHVHSDUDWLRQEHWZHHQWKHPDIWHUDOOWKH\DUHPHUHO\³GLIIHUHQW
FXOWXUDOWUDGLWLRQV´WKDWJUHZXSTXLWHVHSDUDWHO\WKDWVKDUH³VLJQLILFDQWFRPPRQDOLWLHV´DW
least from his perspective)  (http://www.dalailama.com/messages/buddhism/science-at-the-
crossroads accessed by author August 10th 2013 ) and therefore there is very little reason for 
them to be at odds let alone for us to have to prove or disprove their commonality.    
 
With that said, let us turn our attention back to the analysis at hand, although this is scholastic 
µIood for thought¶ this is indeed not the case in the West; as this field of study dominates the 
thoughts and minds of scholars everywhere, one merely needs to look at the influx of literature 
like The Edge of Reason (2008) to see how many different disciplines try their hand at 
unravelling the mysteries and questions this field seems to raise. However the sad fact is that 
regardless of the perceived diversity in this field, the Christian bias is dominant, and for now 
inescapable, as it too (as this thesis proves) is becoming as interesting an object for study (or 
at least their methodologies for study) as the debate itself. This is supported by Dixon who 
                                                        
5 That is nRWWRVD\WKDWWKHUHKDVQ¶WEHHQVRPHDWWHPSWV0RUHUHFHQWO\ZHFDQVHHDWRQHVXFKDWWHPSWPDGHE\
*ROVKDQLDQGSHUKDSVDVRPHZKDWPRUHVXFFHVVIXORQHSUHVHQWHGE\0X]DIIDU,TEDOEXWLWµIDOOV




WRMXVWLI\LWVFRQWLQXHGXVHDVDFDWHJRU\RIWKRXJKW«´ (Dixon 17, 2008).   
  
³:HEHOLHYHLQRQH*RGWKH)DWKHU$OPLJKW\´7KH*RG'HOXVLRQ and 
other Christian Related Sundries 
The reason for choosing this title is two-fold. The first reason is a fairly obvious one, namely 
that in many of the books that we find addressing this debate, especially those whose main 
focus seems to be to find a µcommon ground¶ between science and religion, there is a recurring 





E\ 'XEXLVVRQ ZKR VWDWHV WKDW ³«WKH WHUPV µ*RG¶ µFKXUFK¶ µIDLWK¶«IDU IURP EHLQJ
LVRODWHG«ZHDYHDYHU\WLJKWEXWIOH[LEOHIDEULFEXWRQHWKDWLVUHOHYDQWRQO\ZLWKLQWKHFRQWH[W
RI&KULVWLDQFLYLOL]DWLRQ´'XEXLVVRQ6RPHH[DPSOHVRIWKHVHYHU\&KULVWLDQDQG
western ideologies are found in the following titles: The Mind of God, God Made the Integers, 
The Faith of a Physicist, The Language of God, Paths from Science Towards God and so on 
DQGVRIRUWK:KDWGRDOORIWKHVHWLWOHVKDYHLQFRPPRQ"1RWMXVWWKHµZRUGRI*RG¶EXWWKH
RQHµPRQRWKHLVWLF¶DQGREYLRXVO\-XGHR-Christian deity, the Western God. The problem that 
arises with titles such as this is that many of these books are written for the field of science and 
religion, and therefore many of these authors are wrongfully fixated on the belief that all 
religions can benefit from such dialogue, which is demonstrably not the case, Peacocke 
presents us with an example of this:  
  
Theology, like science, is a search for intelligibility but, unlike science, it also seeks to meet the 
human need to discern the meaning which has generated religion as a social phenomenon in all 
human societies. (Ibid 2001, 178-179)  
  
The second reason for choosing this title will become increasingly obvious when we come face 
to face with the more worrisome problem associated with this form of bias. That is the problem 
that arises with WKH DXWKRUV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRUSHUKDSVPLVXQGHUVWDQGing of the very term 
µUHOLJLRQ¶ ZLWKLQ WKLV ILHOG RI VWXG\ 2QH VXFK H[DPSOH RI WKLV PLVXQGHUVWDQGLQJ LV FOHDUO\
UHSUHVHQWHGLQWKHIDFWWKDWµWKHRORJ\¶LVRIWHQXVHGLQWHUFKDQJHDEO\ZLWKµUHOLJLRQ¶:HFDQILQG
a number of examples of this misuse in the works of Barbour, Polkinghorne, Ward, and 
3HDFRFNHWRQDPHDIHZ)RULQVWDQFHLQ%DUERXU¶V When Science Meets Religion although he 
LV IRFXVHG SULPDULO\RQRXWOLQLQJZKDW KH UHIHUV WR DV ³IRXU W\SHVRI UHODWLRQVKLSVEHWZHHQ
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VFLHQFH DQG UHOLJLRQ´ %DUERXU 00, 7), which he does rather effectively and ground-
breakingly (or at least this was the case when the book was written) in this book it is obvious 
E\ KLV SKUDVLQJRI µUHOLJLRQ¶ DQG µVFLHQFH¶ WKDW ZKDW KH LV WDONLQJ DERXW LV QRW µUHOLJLRQ¶ EXW
theology. For instance we can see this discrepancy illustrated in the same paragraph, where he 
is speaking about the Integration Model LQWKHVFLHQFHUHOLJLRQGHEDWH+HZULWHVWKDWLWLV³D
more systematic and extensive kind of partnership between science and religioQ´EXWLQDOPRVW




VWXG\ UDWKHU WKDQ µWKHRORJ\¶EHLQJXVHGDVDQ LQWHUFKDQJHDEOH WHUPWKDW UHIHUV WRERWKWKH
VWXG\DQGWKHFRQFHSWRIµUHOLJLRQ¶7KLVLVKRZHYHUQRWVXUSULVLQJZKHQZHDUHGHDOLQJZLWK
individuals who are scientists-cum-theologians rather than students of religious studies. After 
DOOLWLV$OH[%HQWOH\ZKRDVNVWKHTXHVWLRQ³VKRXOGVFLHQWLVWVFRQWHVWUHOLJLRXVEHOLHIV´%HQWOH\
2008, 7)?  
Keeping this in mind, these individuals as well as any student studying this subject should be 
fully aware that one cannot use theology as the underlying method for study when we are 
meaning (as many of these authors seems to be implying) to be as open minded and as 
representative of all religions as possible. After all the message that these authors seem to be 
putting forward is that they are primarily concerned with finding a better way to understand 
³VFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQ´QRW³VFLHQFHDQG&KULVWLDQLW\´DQGKHUHLQLVZKHUHWKHSUREOHPOLHV$V
any informed student of religion would know even though you may have Hindu or Islamic 
µWKHRORJ\¶ WKLV LQ PDQ\ ZD\V LV VRPHZKDW RI D PLVQRPHU QRW WR PHQWLRQ LW D YHU\ JRRG
representation as to how we in the West read our own values into non-Western belief systems 
WKLVLVFRPPHQWHGRQE\.LQJZKRZULWHVWKDW³7KHPRGHUQVWXG\RIUHOLJLRQLVQRWXQDIIHFWHG
by the Christian Heritage of Western culture and by the development of theology as an 
academic discipliQHRIWKH:HVW«´.LQJ$IWHUDOOWKHVWXG\RIµWKHRORJ\¶LVD:HVWHUQ
construct that is primarily concerned with Judeo-Christian religion not the study of all 
religions (this should be the remit of Religious Studies) which seems to be a mistake often 
PDGHE\VFKRODUV7RVXSSRUWWKLVZHWXUQRQFHDJDLQWR.LQJZKRZULWHVWKDW³WKHGLVWLQFWLRQ
often made between the two runs along the following lines: theology is the traditional study of 
the Judeo-Christian religions, usually with the presumption of Christian allegiance. Religious 
studies, on the other hand, is a secular discipline that neither presumes nor precludes 
allegiance to any particular religious system or world-YLHZ´.LQJ7KLVSUREOHPLV






most easily see how a western concept, along with the cluster of other concepts that are attached 
to it, is continually being foisted on non-western societies even though its application is so 
obviously problematic...why, I want to ask do competent and even brilliant scholars continue 
to publish books and articles on the religions of non-western societies when, often by their own 
admission, it is exceedingly difficult if not impossible to fit the word with a legitimate referent . 
(Fitzgerald 2000, 6, 9, 20)  
  
That is not to say that the study of religion is not affected by Christianity, after all how could it 
QRW EH ZKHQ &KULVWLDQLW\ DQG WKH :HVW DUH VR WLHG XS LQ WKH IRUPXODWLRQ RI WKH µUHOLJLRQ¶
phenomenon, or at least that is what the scholars we have focused on in this thesis would like 
us to believe (and I am inclined to agree with them as the evidence presented speaks for itself). 
It is a given that although we may try and want to be as impartial and as accepting of all 
religions as possible in our studies, we as Western scholars cannot entirely HVFDSHWKH:HVW¶V
LQIOXHQFHRQRXUSHUFHSWLRQVDVLWKDVDIIHFWHGKRZZHMXGJHDQGSHUFHLYHWKHµUHOLJLRQV¶RI
RWKHUV$IWHUDOODVLVVXJJHVWHGE\'XEXLVVRQ³,WLVWKURXJKLWVFDWHJRULHV>&KULVWLDQLW\@WKDW
we conceive of others, and that these others, who are most often subject to our influence, 
FRQFHLYHRIWKHPVHOYHV´'XEXLVVRQEXWZLWKWKDWVDLGZHPXVWEHDZDUHRIWKLV
distinction as well as careful with how we use the terms, especially when they are used 
improperly (as is demonstrated in these works) as a means to signify all  µUHOLJLRQV¶UDWKHUWKDQ
Christianity to which it is intimately linked.  
 
It is however not only Barbour who is responsible for this form of casual scholarship. Similarly 
LQPDQ\RI3RONLQJKRUQH¶VERRNVKHSUHVHQWVus with this rather false idea that he is speaking 
RSHQO\ DERXW DOO UHOLJLRQV DQG UHOLJLRQ LQ JHQHUDO :H FDQ VHH WKLV LQ KLV VWDWHPHQW ³WKH
LQWHUDFWLRQVEHWZHHQVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRXVUHIOHFWLRQ«´3RONLQJKRUQH+RZHYHUZLWK
that said, he then goHVRQWRVKRZXVWKDWKHLVQRWZULWLQJDERXWµUHOLJLRQ¶LQJHQHUDOEXWDERXW
³WKHRORJLFDO UHIOHFWLRQV´ZKDWHYHU WKDWPHDQV+H ZULWHV WKDW³,KDYHVXEWLWOHG WKLV VHULHV
µ7KHRORJLFDO5HIOHFWLRQVRID%RWWRP8S7KLQNHU¶IRUP\LQWHQWLRQDV,KDYHH[SODined, is to 
H[SORUH DV IDU DV , DP DEOH KRZ RQH ZKR WDNHV PRGHUQ VFLHQFH VHULRXVO\«DSSURDFKHV
TXHVWLRQV RI WKH MXVWLILFDWLRQ RI UHOLJLRXV EHOLHI´  ,ELG  7KLV GHPRQVWUDWHV DQRWKHU
PLVLQIRUPHG YLHZ WKDW ³WKHRORJ\´ LV UHOLJLRQ RU WKH VWXG\ RI DOO µUHOLJLRQV¶ EXW WKLV LV QRW
HQWLUHO\VXUSULVLQJDVWKLVSLHFHRUµUHIOHFWLRQ¶DV3RONLQJKRUQHZRXOGKDYHLWFRPHVDFURVVDV
PRUH RI D SRQWLILFDWLQJ ³VODS RQ KLV RZQ EDFN´ UDWKHU WKDQ D GHFHQW IRUP RI DFWLYH DQG
contributing scholarship to the field of science and religion, a quandary that seems to be ever 
so prevalent in this field.     
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This becomes even more evident when we look at the rather ambivalent tendencies in 
3HDFRFNH¶VZRUNVWKDWDSSHDULQPDQ\ZD\VDVJODULQJO\REYLRXVDVWKRVHLQ3RONLQJKRUQH¶V
He writes that:  
Today it is the scientific worldview that constitutes the challenge to receive understandings of 
nature, humanity and God²in a way that can be initially devastating yet is potentially creative. 
The credibility of all religions is at stake under the impact of: new understandings of the nature 
of personhood; and²even more corrosively²the loss of respect for intellectual integrity of 
religious thinking in general and of Christian theology in particular (Peacocke 2001, 15).  
  
As one can see althoXJK3HDFRFNH¶VSRLQW LV LQPDQ\ZD\VDSRORJHWLFEXWDOVRQRWHQWLUHO\
unfair, the criticism being levelled at him is the fact that it appears that he is brushing all 
µUHOLJLRQV¶ZLWKWKHVDPHVWURNHDV&KULVWLDQLW\QRWWRPHQWLRQKHLVDOVRXVLQJ*RGLQsuch a 
way that suggests a belief in him is a universal given). Though I have made it a point not to 
focus entirely on other belief systems in this thesis I believe that here is a perfect place to raise 
a point, that being that we must be aware of the fact WKDWWKHµFKDOOHQJHV¶WKDW3HDFRFNHVSHDNV
RIDERYHDUHIDUPRUHHQGHPLFWR&KULVWLDQLW\WKDQWKH\DUHWRDQ\RWKHUµUHOLJLRQ¶7KLVYLHZLV
shared by Rato Khen Rinpoche the first Westerner appointed abbot of a Tibetan monastery 
ZKRVWDWHVWKDW³%ULQJLQJscience to Buddhist monks does not mean bending the belief system, 
WKH\ DUH SDUDOOHO WKHUH LV QR DWWHPSW WR KDUPRQL]H WKH WZR´
(www.dalailama.com/news/post/912-where-science-and-religion-coexist accessed on the 5th 
of August 2013 at 16:58) meaning that the problem exists in Christianity because we are far 
more susceptible to the misinterpretations and also manufactured understanding that we have 
RIWKHµVFLHQFH¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶UHODWLRQVKLSLQRXUYHU\:HVWHUQSDVWZKLFKKDVFRORXUHGWKH
way that we see it at present. This is more clearly represented by Brooke who states that:  
 
Not only has the problematic interface between them [science and religion] shifted over time, 
but there is also a high degree of artificiality in abstracting the science and the religion of earlier 
centuries to see how they related (Brooke 1991, 321) 
  
That is to say that, if a separation between the two did not exist in our minds we would be less 
SURQH WR ILQG µFKDOOHQJHV¶ ZLWK WKHLU UHODWLRQVKLS EHFDXVH WKHUH ZRXOG EH QR QHHG IRU
UHFRQFLOLDWLRQ%XWGXHWRWKHIDFWWKDWLWGRHV³H[LVW´DQGLWLs a major part of how (we in the  
West) view science and religion, western scholars are prone to wrongfully suggest that this is 
D SURPLQHQW SUREOHP LQ µDOO¶ UHOLJLRQV 7KLV KRZHYHU VXJJHVWV D IXUWKHU QHHG WR EH PRUH
selective as to the publishable scholarship in this field, as the picture so far painted seems to 
be a far cry from open-mindedness and objectivity. In many ways this literature seems to be 
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compounding evidence that a very imperialistic attitude is still very much alive today at least 
in this field of academia.   
Though this rather questionable scholarship seems to be rife in this field there are at least 
some scholars like Ward (1998) who have the professional courtesy to inform their audience 
that what they are assessing is Christianity rather than some form of an all-encompassing 
SUpFLV RQ µZRUOG UHOLJLRQ¶ ZKLFK VHHPV WR FRPH DFURVV LQ PDQ\ RI WKHVH ZRUNV DV VRPH
distorted and perverted extension of Christian belief (highlighting even further the very 
Christocentric ideology that this form of scholarship seems to favour-not entirely surprising). 
I am by no means suggesting that this is a conscious, nefarious or in any way deliberate 
misrepresentation of world religions; I am merely suggesting that some of these scholars seem 
to be oblivious to the sheer complexity of the issues that they are addressing. The perceived 
ignorance of the authors in this field that we have looked at thus far can appear quite shocking 
at times, especially as many of them are seen as experts and their works are highly praised. 
However what is being presented when similarities are being raised between science and all 
µUHOLJLRQV¶ LVD VFKRODUVKLSEXLOWRQ IDOVHSUHWHQFHV DQGYHU\ZHDN IRXQGDWLRQVPDNLQJ WKLV
scholarship appear far less credible than believed.  That is to say that if we are to colour all 
religions under the same brush we are merely fooling ourselves into thinking that we are being 
open minded, when the sad reality of the situation is that we are projecting a very imperialistic 
and Western ideology on undeserving victims; because in many ways what we are doing is 




so quick to demarcate other religions as theologies also demonstrate a great deal of ignorance 
and arrogance on the part of the scholar. This form of view is worryingly tantamount in 
3RONLQJKRUQH¶V The Faith of A Physicists  ZKHUH KH KDV WR VD\ WKLV DERXW ³ZRUOG
UHOLJLRQV´ 
 
,WLVMXVWQRWWKHFDVHWKDWXQGHUWKHVNLQWKHZRUOG¶VUHOLJLRQVDUHUHDOly all saying the same 
WKLQJ«LWWKHQVHUYHVDVDQH[SUHVVLRQRIWKHWKLUGDSSURDFKWKDWRILQFOXVLYLVP'¶&RVWD
GHILQHVWKLVDVµRQHWKDWDIILUPVWKHVDOYLILFSUHVHQFHRI*RGLQQRQ-Christian religions while 
still maintaining that Christ is the definitive DQGDXWKRULWDWLYHUHYHODWLRQRI*RG¶«7KLVLV
certainly the stance that I myself would wish to adopt. It has a venerable tradition in 
Christian thought, Justin Martyr in the second century, and Clement and Origen in the 
WKLUGLQYHQWHGWKHFDWHJRU\RIµJRRGSDJDQV¶VRWKDW3ODWRDQG$ULVWRWOHDQGHYHQ3ORWLQXV
OLYLQJLQWKH&KULVWLDQHUDZHUHVHHQDVKDYLQJWKHLUSODFHLQ*RG¶VHFRQRP\3RONLQJKRUQH
1996, 178-179)  
  
Here we see a perfect example of imperialism under a guise of wholehearted sympathy and 
acceptance, which comes across as somewhat patronising, and there seems to be no indication 
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that the author sees his mistake. Worryingly there is evidence to the contrary as it appears that 
KHJHQXLQHO\EHOLHYHVWKDWDOOµUHOLJLRQV¶DUHWKHZRUVKLSRI*RGunder different names. What I 
would like to suggest, as I have throughout this piece, is that if we are to truly understand the 
relationship between science and religion then we need to understand our own unique 
UHODWLRQVKLSWKHZHVW¶VZLWKWKHVHSKHQRPHnon. This means being aware and quite honest 
DERXWRXURZQLJQRUDQFHDQGELDVHVHYHQLIWKDWLPSOLHVWKDWZHDUHQRWDVµZRUOGO\¶DVZHPD\
think we are. Furthermore, it is clear that we also have to refrain from calling these studies 
µVFLHQFH¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶DWOHDVWWKHRQHVWKDWZHDUHSUHVHQWHGZLWKWKXVIDUDQGVWDUWUHIHUULQJ
to them as the science and Christian debate, at least until we find a methodology that is more 
suitably objective and accepting of other beliefs and traditions.   
Another related issue that we must caution against when dealing with this form of scholarship 
LV WKH SURSHQVLW\ WRZDUGV µVOLSSDJH¶ :KDW LV PHDQW E\ WKLV LV WKDW PDQ\ RI WKH PHWKRGV
followed in this field (and there are a few) in regards to the science and religion debate are not 
the more open minded, modern and systematic approaches that we have looked at quite closely 
in this study, but are rather more archaic in nature. That is that these works seem to compare 
VFLHQFHWRDFRQFHSWNQRZQDVµUHOLJLRQ¶WKDWLVQRWDFomplex cultural phenomenon but a sui 
generis and a priori object that has a multitude of definitions. One can go as far as to say that 
WKHVHVWXGLHVDUHIRFXVHGRQPRUHRIDQXQGHUJUDGXDWHµWH[WERRN¶LGHDRIZKDWDUHOLJLRQLV
many of which (as we have seen) are influenced by an older and more draconian, not to 
mention highly Eurocentric and Christianised ideal as to what a religion ought to be, rather 
than what it is. These definitions often rely primarily on functionalist, experiential and 
substantive categorisations of religion (which we have covered in great detail in chapters 1 and 
2) that are also hugely Christo-centric not only for the reasons mentioned above but because 
of the heavy theological background and bias of the field of religious studies.  What this 
slippage in many ways conveys is not only the problems that we may have with defining 
religion and more often than not science, (especially in this field) but that it is incredibly 
difficult to, in many ways, define religion, illustrating that there are major problems with 
WU\LQJ WR SXW FRPSOH[ FRQFHSWV OLNH µUHOLJLRQ¶ LQWR µQHDW DQG WLG\ FDWHJRULHV¶ UDLVLQJ WKH
questions why bother in the first place? And how legitimate is this field of study as an academic 
discipline?   
   
Questioning the Almighty: Getting to Grips with Current 
Science/Religion Approaches and Asking Some Hard Questions.   
 
As has been pointed out in the previous section, there has been a great deal of research in this 
area as well as arguments and counterarguments for the science/religion debate. However, if 
we are to understand this relationship more clearly and come up with ways to better 
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understand it, we must first familiarise ourselves with what is µout there¶, so to speak especially 
in regards to science/religion approaches; in other words we must familiarise ourselves with 
the methods used by scholars within this debate. Like any other academic field of study, 
science and religion has its methodologies and models for relating these two things. The most 
popular of these, or perhaps more accurately the ones that we should be most familiar with, 




ZKRVWDWHVWKDW³,WUHPDLQVWKHPRVWZLGHO\XVHGW\SRORJ\LQWKHILHOG´5XVsell 2000 accessed 
on September 4th 2013). That is how http://www.counterbalance.org/rjr/atypo-
body.htmlever not to say that his typologies are the only ones out there.   
For instance a few years before Barbour published his When Science Meets Religion where he 
deconstructs, polishes, and clearly defines these proposed views to his readers (that is of 
course not to say that these views have not been expressed by him previously) Barbour (1988, 
1990) many people took uSWKHW\SRORJ\PDQWHOVRWRVSHDNSDUWO\LQUHVSRQVHWR%DUERXU¶V
SURSRVHG PRGHOV 7KLV LV VXSSRUWHG E\ 5XVVHOO ZKR ZULWHV WKDW ³LQ WKH ¶V D YDULHW\ RI
W\SRORJLHV DSSHDU PDQ\ UHVSRQGLQJ GLUHFWO\ WR %DUERXU¶V ZRUN´ 5XVVHOO 
http://www.counterbalance.org/rjr/atypo-body.html). Included in this were Willem Drees 
(1996), John Haught (1995) and Ted Peters (1997). Barbour responds to one study in 
SDUWLFXODU+DXJKW¶VZKHUHKHVWDWHVWKDW 
 
In 1995 John Haught offered a slightly different typology²one that may be easier to remember 
because all the terms start with the same letter. His first two categories, Conflict and Contrast, 
are identical with those in my scheme. His third category, Contact, combines most of the themes 
in what I have called Dialogue and Integration. He introduces a fourth heading, 
&RQILUPDWLRQ«ZKLFK,WUHDWDVDIRUPRI'LDORJXH%DUERXU 
  
7KRXJKWKHVHW\SRORJLFDOVWXGLHVURVHLQSRSXODULW\LQWKH¶VLWPust be noted that they 
HPHUJHGDGHFDGHHDUOLHULQWKH¶V3HDFRFNHDQG0XUSK\ZKHUHDPRQJWKH
ILUVWVFKRODUVWRSURSRVHVXFKDQDSSURDFK+RZHYHUDFFRUGLQJWR5XVVHOODOWKRXJK³WKH 
¶V saw  other  W\SRORJLHV«WKH\ were  less  widely  HIIHFWLYH´ (Russell 
2002, http://www.counterbalance.org/rjr/atypo-body.html). It must be further mentioned 
however that there is a large amount of work that has been done on categorisations and 
relating science and theology and the individuals mentioned above are only a few who have 
contributed to such scholarship. Also included on the list are Viggo Mortensen (1987, 1988); 
and Robert J. Russell (1985) to name a few.   
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7KRXJKWKHUHDUHPDQ\RIWKHVHZRUNV³RXWWKHUH´VRWRVSHDNWKH appeal in choosing both 
Barbour and Stenmark is in the simplicity (I use this term loosely) of their categorisation in 
relation to the others. That is by no means to say that simplicity is better; as the fact of the 
matter is that this can cause a number of difficulties, such as but not limited to, an over 
simplification of an overly complex concept. However by choosing to take the more thorough 
DSSURDFK OLNH 3HWHU¶V HLJKW IROG W\SRORJ\ DQG 'UHHV¶  [ FODVVLILFDWLRQ RQH ULVNV HLWKHU
repeating oneself by presenting categories that are very similar to one another, for example 
3HWHUV¶Scientism and Scientific Imperialism FDWHJRULHVZKHUHKHKLPVHOIVWDWHVWKDW³VFLHQWLILF
LPSHULDOLVPLVVFLHQWLVPLQVOLJKWO\GLIIHUHQWIRUP´3HWHUVRURYHUO\FRmplicating 
an already complicated concept. That is to say that through adding a number of different 
classifications one is setting a precedent that will lead to the addition of more categories in 
order to cater to any new challenges that may arise in the field, such as the creation of more 
definitions. Even Drees himself comments on this possibility (although somewhat 
unconsciously) as his main intention is to show the inferiority of other classifications in 
relation to his own; however in pointing out the strengths of his own categorisations, that is 
the addition of many more categories, he is in many ways demonstrating its overall weaknesses 
and difficulties. He writes that:  
 
2WKHUFODVVLILFDWLRQV«JLYHSURPLQHQFHWRWKHZD\FRJQLWLYHFODLPVLQUHOLJLRQWheology) and in 
science are related... in the scheme proposed here. And especially with respect to this area I 
intend to make it clear that debates do not stand in isolation, but require consideration of other 




There is some advantage in using a larger number of classifications to allow for greater 
discrimination. The disadvantage of introducing more categories is that the scheme becomes 
rather complicated, especially when it is used in examining a variety of scientific fields. Defining 
each category more narrowly yields greater precision, but one is more likely to find views that 
do not fit under any of them. Broader categories can include diverse cases more readily, but at 
the price of precision (Barbour 2000, 4).   
 
I am in agreement with Barbour here as his ideas are convincing and thus highly germane to 
the study at hand; hence why his work was chosen for this assessment.  However it must be 
noted that this is not the only reason for choosing his typology over the others. His 
classifications are not only easier to comprehend in relation to say Drees (1996) but as has 
already been mentioned are quite popular among scholars in this field, and this is 
demonstrated by both Ruse (2010) and Stenmark (2010) who use this approach in their own 
work.   
87  
  
+RZHYHUWKDWLVQRWWRVD\WKDWHYHU\RQHDJUHHVZLWK%DUERXU¶VPRGHOV'UHHV¶ for instance has 
WKLVWRVD\DERXWLW³>LWLV@DQDWWUDFWLYHUKHWRULFDOPRYHEXWQRWDGHTXDWHVLQFHLWQHJOHFWVWKH
IDFWWKDWFKDOOHQJHV>LQWKHILHOGDQGUHODWLQJWRVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQV@DUHGLIIHUHQW´'UHHV
1996, 45). To emphasise the negative viewVH[SUHVVHGDERXW%DUERXU¶VW\SRORJLHVZHWXUQWR
5XVHZKRVWDWHVWKDW³QRWHYHU\RQHLVFRPSOHWHO\KDSS\ZLWKWKLVW\SRORJ\´5XVH
I for one am not a fan of typologies in general, primarily due to the fact that they force complex 
issues into set and rather reductionist (or in some cases too generalised) categories;  nor does 
LWVHHPOLNHPDQ\RIWKHVFKRODUVRIµUHOLJLRQ¶WKDWZHKDYHORRNHGDWLQWKLVWKHVLVKDUERXUD
like for them either. With that said, we should become less keen of these typologies when it 
has been pointed out to us by a number of individuals like King, Smith, and Cantwell Smith 
that categorisation becomes less and less relevant when dealing with complex cultural 
phenomena which science and religion are (and this will be explained in greater detail later).   
This becomes especially relevant when we are made aware of the fact (as has already been 
presented) that both science and religion are modern western constructions. That is to say that 
many of these views argue, as was shown in the last section and is relatively prominent 
WKURXJKRXW %DUERXU¶V Religion and Science (1998), that science and religion were once in 
harmony and for some reason (a reason(s) that is/are neither defined or investigated) they 
have gone their separate ways. It goes without saying that many of these ideas are an 
anachronistic and romantic reading into their past relationship, hence the emphasis on the 
IDFWWKDWWKLVXQGHUVWDQGLQJLVDUDWKHUPRGHUQRQH)RULQVWDQFH+DUULVRQVWDWHVWKDW³VFLHQFH
is a modern category, not an ancient one´+DUULVRQ7KLVLVWDNHQRQHVWHSIXUWKHU
by King who attributes the modern construction of religion and science to the post-
Enlightenment where he specifies the interesting dichotomy that was created between them; 
those being the idea that science rules its own separate realm (the public) and religion the 
(private) and inner domain. In response to this King writes that:  
 
2QH DVSHFW RI WKH PRGHUQ FRQVWUXFWLRQ RI WKH FDWHJRULHV RI µUHOLJLRQ¶«WKDW UHTXLUHV RXU
immediate consideration is the location of the two concepts in terms of the post-Enlightenment 
dichotomy between the public and private realms. Modern science is generally considered to be 
a part of the public sphere of human activity since it is seen as universally relevant and 
applicable to all. It is public in the sense that it is seen as accessible, repeatable, quantifiable, 
and empirical in orientation, and progressive by its very nature (King 1999, 12).  
 
King goes on to clearly illustrate the contrasting domain that is ruled by religion writing that:  
 
In contrast to this, religion and mysticism have been firmly placed within the realm of the 
private since the Enlightenment. The view that religion is largely a matter of personal belief 
rather than of communal involvement is a prominent feature of modern Western Religious 
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FRQVFLRXVQHVV«WKH PRGHUQ SULYDWL]DWLRQ RI UHOLJLRQ LV LQ IDFW HQVKULQHG LQ WKH &RQVWLWXWLRQ
RI«WKH8QLWHG6WDWHVRI$PHULFDQZLWK WKHH[SOLFLW VHSDUDWLRQRI&KXUFKDQG6WDWHDQGWKH
freedom of the individuals to practise religion of his or her choice. (Ibid)  
  
If we were ever to doubt that King and Harrison were correct in their assessments we need 
look no further than these science/religion models for the answer; as will be presented here  it 
will become quite apparent that this dichotomy does actually exist as it is not only apparent in 
one model but in most of them. Whenever we are presented with an approach that sees science 
and religion in conflict, integrated, reconciled or independent, or for that matter any that 
illustrates a relationship between two separate phenomena, these are echoes of this post-
enlightenment ideology; this idea that science and religion are separate entities that govern 
their own sphere of society. After all, if they were represented as social activities and not these 
strange sui generis concepts that have their own set categories  the surely there would be no 
need to see them as separate or have to work so very hard, even at the risk of poor scholarship, 
to find ways to integrate them in the first place.   
One thing is certain if this were the case we would not be faced with this strange dilemma that 
we have created for ourselves, the conflict of how to integrate two separate phenomena. 
Perhaps one of the major problems that we face when presented with these models is the fact 
that if they so clearly illustrate a modern western understanding and therefore are already on 
shaky ground even before we assess their usefulness and relevance (that is to say that we need 
to keep in mind even before any of the other evidence is presented to us that these models are 
founded on rather false and western pretences), does this not beg the question as to how useful 
they are in the first place? Though they seem to dominate this field of study, are these models 
truly the best for understanding and/or bettering this relationship? The fact that we have 
barely started our assessment and these models are already finding it difficult to satisfy our 
evaluation would suggest the contrary. Regardless of this however, if we are to answer any of 
these questions accurately we must first come to terms with a number of these approaches.  
  
To Be, or Not to Be? That Is the Question:  
$VDUHDFWLRQWRWKHPXOWLWXGHRIGLIIHULQJDSSURDFKHVDQGYLHZV6WHQPDUNVWDWHVWKDW³7KH 
ideas propounded vary widely and the question arises of whether it is possible to classify these 
GLIIHULQJ YLHZSRLQWV LQ DQ\ PHDQLQJIXO ZD\´ 6WHQPDUN   )XUWKHUPRUH KH KDV
graciously decided to make our job somewhat easier by taking these µtypologies¶ a step further. 
He does his best to present us with better ways of relating science and religion in an attempt 
to be as µilluminating¶ and µXnbiased¶as possible whilst also suggesting a way that is neither 
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³WRR VLPSOLVWLF QRU WRR FRPSOH[´ ,ELG 7hough I believe this to be a rather exigent and 
somewhat lofty goal he does manage to achieve this by reducing these typologies to a 
³UHFRQFLOLDWLRQIUDPHZRUN´+HVXJJHVWVWKDW 
If we survey the extensive science-religion literature we discover that most of the ideas 
expressed presuppose an acceptance of the reconciliation model. That is to say, most of the 
scholars engaged in the dialogue today maintain or assume that science and religion can be 
combined or reconciled in some way or other; yet they differ on how exactly this would be done, 
and develop a variety of different standpoints. (Stenmark 2010, 280)   
Though his attempt can be admired it must be noted that he has equally complicated the issue. 
7KRXJK,ZLOODJUHHZLWKKLPWKDWSHUKDSV%DUERXU¶VPRGHOVFDQEHVRPHZKDWUHGXFHGDVWKH
Dialogue and Integration models can more than easily fit a reconciliation framework; that is 
to say that they both seem to suggest ways in which science and religion can benefit one 
another by sharing methods and contributing towards specific goals, primarily filling the gaps 
where the other cannot. As is suggested by Barbour ³2QHIRUPRIGLDORJXHLVWKHFRPSDULVRQ
of the methods of the two fields which may show similarities even when the differences are 
DFNQRZOHGJHG«$OWHUQDWLYHO\GLDORJXHPD\DULVHZKHQVFLHQFHUDLVHVDWLWVERXQGDULHVOLPLW-
questions that it cannot itself anVZHUIRUH[DPSOHZK\LVWKHXQLYHUVHRUGHUO\DQGLQWHOOLJLEOH´
(Barbour 2000, 2-7KHLQWHJUDWLRQPRGHOLVH[DFWO\ZKDWLW³VD\VRQWKHWLQ´VRWRVSHDNLW




common and that is to find the ways and means to work to the benefit of the other, and it is in 
WKLVUHFRQFLOLDWLRQVRWRVSHDNZKHUHZHFDQEHJLQWRVHHWKHUHOHYDQFHRI6WHQPDUN¶VPRGHOV
KHKDVWKLVWRVD\DERXWLW³7KHUHFRQFLOLDWLRQPRGHOWKHQ«SUHVXSSRVHVWKHH[LVWHQFHRIVRPH
kind of overlap or contact between the two practices. This is why I sometimes referred to this 
PRGHODVWKHFRQWDFWYLHZ´6WHQPDUN6WHQPDUN                                                       
,WPXVWEHQRWHGWKDWWKLVLGHDRI³FRQWDFWYLHZV´VRWRVSHDNRUWKHXVHRIWKHWHUPZDVSUHVHQWHG
by Haught in 1996. It represented a model that comprised of concepts similar to those of 
%DUERXU¶V'LDORJXHDQG,QGHSHQGHQFHYLHZVDQGFRPELQHGVLPilar themes. It appears that this 
term was merely adopted by Stenmark who does not seem to mention this connection.  
  
Though Stenmark seems to demonstrate the reconciliation models quite effectively he only 
briefly mentions other models, most notably the conflict/warfare model. In many ways this 
FDQEHUHJDUGHGDVDQRYHUVLJKWRQ6WHQPDUN¶VSDUWDVLWLVDYHU\SRSXODUPRGHO:KDWLVPRVW
SHUSOH[LQJ DERXW WKLV FKRLFH LV WKDW 6WHQPDUN KLPVHOI ZULWHV WKDW ³1RZDGD\V WKHUH LV D
common view that although sciencHDQGUHOLJLRQZHUHRQFHFRPSDWLEOH«WKLVLVQRORQJHUWUXH´
(Stenmark 2010, 278), stating its popularity. It is such a popular viewpoint that this is the 
position that is most often taken and enjoyed by our vociferous scientist-cum-atheists. This is 
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supporWHG E\ 5XVH ZKR VWDWHV WKDW ³7KH ODWH QLQHWHHQWK-century critics of religion such as 
Thomas Henry Huxley were a great supporter of the warfare model and this sentiment is 
VKDUHGE\WKHQHZDWKHLVWV´5XVH7KHUHIRUHLWLVTXLWHLQWHUHVWLQJWRQRte that he 
only mentions it in passing so to speak, and that is to do nothing more than to reduce it to an 
irreconcilability framework to offer a counterweight to his reconciliation model.  
In order to understand where he is coming from in this instance we return to Stenmark who 
ZULWHVWKDW³%DUERXUWDONVQRWDERXWWKHLUUHFRQFLODELOLW\PRGHOEXWDERXWWKHFRQIOLFWPRGHO
$UHWKHVHGLIIHUHQWQDPHVIRUWKHVDPHFRUHPRGHO´ (Stenmark 2010, 280)? Stenmark seems 
to think so. In many ways he believes that irreconcilability is a much better term of phrase to 
GHVFULEHWKLVPRGHOWKDQFRQIOLFWDQGKLVUHDVRQIRUWKLVLVWKDW³,IWKHUHLVDQDUHDRIFRQWDFW
or overlap between science and religion there is always the possibility that a conflict might 
arise, but equall\WKHUHFRXOGEHKDUPRQ\RUHYHQPXWXDOVXSSRUWWKHUHDVZHOO´,ELG'RHV
this not go without saying? Of course it does, so why go to such extents to justify his course of 
action?   
That is not to say that his irreconcilability assessment is inaccurate or in fact incorrect as the 
conflict model does, from a particular point of view, fit an irreconcilability framework; by the 
sheer fact that if it does not look to undermine the relationship between science and religion 
LQDµ'DZNLQHVTXHILUH-EUDQGLVKZD\¶ it may seek to take a less aggressive stance (or perhaps 
more accurately curt) on their relationship and dismisses one or the other as never getting 
DORQJEHFDXVHµWKDWLVWKHZD\LWKDVDOZD\VEHHQ¶:LWKWKDWVDLGKRZHYHURQHFDQQRWKHOSEXW
to suspectE\WKHZD\LWLVRQO\EULHIO\PHQWLRQHGE\6WHQPDUNDVDPHWKRGWRXVHLQRUGHU³WR
avoid any ambiguity on this issue, the suggestion is that we talk about the irreconcilability 
PRGHO UDWKHU WKDQ WKH FRQIOLFW PRGHO´ 6WHQPDUN   WKDW LWV JUDGLQJ to an 
irreconcilability framework was manufactured specifically to make his reconcilability model 
look more tidy. This sort of manufactured and lackadaisical scholarship can also be seen in his 
use of the Independence model in his suggestion that it fits (albeit weakly and forcibly) with 
his reconciliation framework, because the Independence model calls to both science and 
religion as rulers of their own domains so-to-speak. As a result of this they do not in any way 
interfere with the other and therefore no tension exists between them. Though one can see 
how he arrived at this conclusion one cannot help but to question the fact that in taking such 
an approach he is in effect ignoring the reality that a conflict (although artificially contrived) 
was believed to exist and as a consequence did exist between science and religion. By denying 
WKDWWKLVLVWKHFDVHRUPRUHDFFXUDWHO\µEUXVKLQJLWRII¶LVKHQRWLQPRUHZD\VWKDQRQHWDNLQJ
their complex history for granted?   
With all of this said he does propose a reconcilability framework which in many ways does 
make things slightly easier (from a certain point of view) in one way as it combines a number 
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RIGLIIHUHQWYLHZVXQGHUDFRPPRQFDWHJRULVDWLRQ6WHQPDUN¶VPHWKRGRORJ\ is also quite clear 
and his need and want to make these categories simpler is also admirable. With that said, I am 
not entirely convinced that he manages to do this as successfully as he may think. The reason 
IRUWKLVLVWKDWDOWKRXJKKHUHGXFHV%DUERXU¶V four (4) models to an effective two  
(2) He seems to add six (6) new subcategories to the reconciliation model along with an 
³LUUHFRQFLODELOLW\´ W\SRORJ\ LQFUHDVLQJ DQ HIIHFWLYH W\SRORJ\ RI IRXU  WR VHYHQ  7KHVH
VXEFDWHJRULHV DUH ³5HIRUPDWLYH DQG 6XSSRUWLYH´ DQG ³FRQVHUYDWLYH WUDGLWLRQDO OLEHUDO DQG
FRQVWUXFWLYLVW´6WHQPDUN-287). So even though the reduction is there somewhat he 
has added at least six (6) new categories.   
The question I would like to pose is how does this make the modeOOHVVFRPSOH[",WGRHVQ¶W
tidier, different and more organised perhaps, simpler no. One can only assume that his logic 
is that because the four (4) models are reduced to an effective two (2) it has made these models 
more understandable and more easily assimilated. Then why add all the extraneous sub-
categories?  It only seems to be overly complicating an already complicated, not to mention 
WURXEOLQJFDWHJRULVDWLRQ'HVSLWHDOORIWKLV,GRDJUHHTXLWHH[WHQVLYHO\ZLWKSDUWRI6WHQPDUN¶V




are saying relatively the same thing, only from a slightly different method of approach. To 
briefly elaborate his Integration model proposes a close working partnership between science 
DQGUHOLJLRQ%DUERXUVWDWHVWKDW³,QWHJUDWLRQ>LVZKHQ@$PRUHV\VWHPDWLFDQGH[WHQVLYHNLQG




analysis of the science/religion dialogue and finding better ways to relate these two things and 
our first course of action is by picking holes in these approaches. So although it may seem that 
ZHDUHSULPDULO\IRFXVLQJRQ6WHQPDUN¶VIUDPHZRUNHYHQWKRXJK,KDGPHQWLRQHG%DUERXUDW
the start of the piece) he will be added to tKHPL[EHFDXVHGHVSLWHDOORI6WHQPDUN¶VRUJDQLVDWLRQ
and hard work, as we have seen he does not fairly represent or encompass the Conflict and 
Independence models (two popular models). Though his reasons for this are in many ways 
understandable as he is more focused on proposing his reconciliation model, their popularity 
cannot go unnoticed. That is why for the purpose of this thesis I have selected not only 




thinking about positions that have been taken on the boundaries and interactions between 
VFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQ´5XVH 
  
To Set Up What You Like Against What You Dislike, This Is the Disease of 
the Mind: The Conflict Model  
To give you a brief précis of these models we turn to Barbour himself and the first one on our 
list, the Conflict model. This model is what one might WKLQND³FRQIOLFW´PRGHOZRXOGLQFOXGH
a clash between the two opposing forces of science and religion. Such an approach would either 
epitomize religion as the antithesis of science or vice versa, but it more often than not shares 
this idea that some conflict has always existed and will forever exist between science and 
religion (Stenmark 278). Stenmark tells us that:  
Nowadays there is a common view that although science and religion were once compatible, 
and perhaps even mutually supportive, this is no longer true. According to this view, science 
and religion are in serious tension, even in direct conflict with each other. We have to make up 
our minds and pick one of them: it is no longer possible to embrace both (Ibid).  
 Though we have already looked at a number of individuals that we know who hold a negative 
view towards religion like our friend Dawkins two scholars that we may be unfamiliar with (or 
at least their views on religion and science) are Nobel laureate Francis Crick (1994) (the co-
discoverer of the structure of the DNA molecule) and philosopher of science John Worrall 
(2004). This is further supported by Stenmark (2010, 278) who suggests that even though both 
of them are advocates of this model and believe that science and religion cannot in anyway be 
reconcilable due to their major differences but also to the fact that the evidence for god and 
RWKHUPDWWHUVRIUHOLJLRQDUH³VRIOLPV\WKDWRQO\DQDFWRIEOLQGIDLWKFDQPDNHWKHPDFFHSWDEOH´
(Crick 1994, 257), it is Worrall who is even more direct about his opinions on the matter. 
:RUUDOOVWDWHVWKDW µ6FLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQDUHLQLUUHFRQFLODEOHFRQIOLFW«´:RUUDOO
Though these may seem like relatively harsh views, it is important that we understand that 
nothing takes place in isolation. That is to say that these views are not merely fabrications that 
µIHOOIURPWKHVN\¶EXWWKDWWKHUHDUHUHDOUHDVRQVEHKLQGZK\WKH\H[LVWDQGZK\LQGLYLGXDOVOLNH
Crick and Worrall hold so strongly to them.   
Therefore it is important that we ponder and understand some of the reasons as to why this 
model exists, as this can give us an insight into the inner workings of this argument and move 
XVDZD\IURPWKHHYHUSRSXODUµEODPLQJJDPH¶VRWRVSHDN7KLVYLHZLVLQPDQ\ZD\VDµGRXEOH
HGJHGVZRUG¶DQGwhat is meant by this is that though there is no mistake that it is one of the 




been concerned with the plausibility (or lack of it) of the idea of an inevitable conflict between 
VFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQ«GULYHQE\DSRORJHWLFPRWLYHV´'L[RQ2QHQHHGRQO\WRORRN
at the work of Polkinghorne, Peacocke and Ward to see this apologetic approach illustrated. It 
also seems to have some influence on the incessant need of scholars (mostly scientists-cum-
WKHRORJLDQVLQWKLVILHOGWRIHHOWKDWWKH\PXVWILQGZD\VWRµKDUPRQL]H¶VFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQLQ
order to make science look less of the culprit in this debate. Perhaps the reason for this is that 
the individuals who are most visceral in this debate like Dawkins, Dennett and Crick to name 
RQO\DIHZDUHXQIRUWXQDWHO\VFLHQWLVWVPDNLQJVFLHQFHORRNOLNHUHOLJLRQ¶VPRUWDODQGHWHUQal 
foe.   
Equally however these scientists are not entirely to blame (although many individuals take 
pleasure in blaming them) this literature and these fundamentalist scientific views spring up 
as a response to the reactions of fundamentalist Christian groups mainly those that are intent 
on aggressively arguing against theories like evolution. To name one such example that could 
have easily led to such hostilities against religion, is an incident that occurred in Dover PA in 
2004, the case of Kitmiller v Dover Area School District. When parents so infuriated at the 
Dover School District insistence that their children be taught about intelligent design as an 
alternative to evolution, took the Dover school board to court in response to this. 
(http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/world/americas/4545822.stm accessed by author at 12:04 
August 22nd 7KLVLVVXSSRUWHGE\5RQDOG/1XPEHUVZKRVWDWHVWKDW³,QWHOOLJHQW'HVLJQ
emerged as front-page news in 2005, after a group of parents in Dover, Pennsylvania, filed suit 
against the school board for promoting ID in ninth-JUDGHELRORJ\FODVVV´1XPEHUV
Other reactions towards creationism are enforced by Brooke who points out that one of the 
difficulties that Dawkins, for example ran into in his encounter with American creationists is 
what he [BrookH@GHVFULEHVDV³\HDUVRI'DUZLQLDQHYROXWLRQKDYHQRW\HWHURGHGXOWUD-
conservative religious positions. Moreover, recent decades have witnessed a resurgence of 
UHOLJLRXVIXQGDPHQWDOLVP«´%URRNH 
 
It is interesting to note that even Numbers informs us that these reactions are in many ways 
IXHOOLQJWKHFRQIOLFWPRGHOZULWLQJWKDW³«PDQ\SHRSOHVHHWKHFUHDWLRQ-evolution debates as 
WKH FHQWUDO LVVXHV LQ WKH FRQWLQXLQJ FRQWURYHUV\´ 1XPEHUV   7KLV LV IXUWKHU
supported by Harrison who suggests that the rawness of this conflict is still felt to this day 
EHFDXVH³7KHDFWLYLWLHVRIWKHVHDQWL-evolutionary movements, and the reactions which they 
have provoked from the scientific community, have led to a perpetuation of the common view 
thDW VFLHQFH DQG UHOLJLRQ KDYH EHHQ DQG ZLOO FRQWLQXH WR EH ORFNHG LQ SHUHQQLDO FRQIOLFW´
(Harrison 2010, 2). This should come as no surprise to us as it is understandable that such 
views would ignite such a strong reaction from both camps. That said we must keep in mind 
that those individuals who are heard most often are those who are most vocal and therefore it 
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is unfair to suggest that these same fanatical ideologies are held by everyone that holds this 
position (The Conflict view).   
As is suggested by Barbour, this model is perhaps a result of two major historical events within 
the history of science and religion; those are the relationship between Galileo and the church 
(aka The Galileo Affair) and 'DUZLQ¶VWKHRU\RIHYROXWLRQ one of which (The Galileo Affair) 
ZHFRYHUHGEULHIO\LQWKLVFKDSWHU7KLVLVIXUWKHUVXSSRUWHGE\%URRNHZKRVWDWHVWKDW³7KH
PRWLRQRIWKHHDUWKLQ*DOLOHR¶VGD\DQGHYROXWLRQDU\DFFRXQWVRIKXPDQRULJLQLQ'DUZLQ¶V
have been iconic examples, which in popular simplified accounts have encouraged the view 
WKDW VFLHQFH DQG UHOLJLRQ DUH LQKHUHQWO\ LQFRPSDWLEOH´ %URRNH   7KRXJK ZH
understand that the science/religion history is far more complex than two events, and we need 
to be fully aware that this is the case, there is an overwhelming amount of evidence as seen 
above and elsewhere, like the fact that many scientists-cum-theologians are spending a great 
deal of time trying their best to reconcile this relationship, that point to these two events as 
having a major impact on this relationship; perhaps not so much the events themselves, but 
for the reactions that they produced. Reactions that are sadly still a part of the popular view of 
WKHµVFLHQFH¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶UHODWLRQVKLSWRGD\DQGDUHOLNHO\WRUHPDLQXQOHVVWKLVYLHw is in 
some ways altered; and this would take a great deal of effort on both the part of the scholar 
and the educator to do so. One such example of a popular view of this relationship is illustrated 
LQ5REHUW(/HH¶VSOD\Inherit the Wind that was performed in 1955, and made into a film in 
7KLVZDVDGUDPDWL]DWLRQRI WKH6FRSHV µPRQNH\WULDO¶RIZKHUHD WHDFKHU-RKQ
Scopes was put on trial for violating the Bulter Act which prohibited public school teachers as 
well University Professors from teaching evolution in schools in Tennessee (Dixon 2008, 13; 
http://law2.umkc.edu/faculty/projects/ftrials/scopes/tennstat.htm accessed by author 
September 10th 2013).   
,QWHUHVWLQJO\HQRXJK'DUZLQ¶VWKHRU\RIHYROXWLRQLVDWWKHKHDUWRIPDQ\RIWKHFRUHGHEDWHV
DQGWKLV³FRQIOLFW´LGHRORJ\LQWKHth and 21st and has been the main cause of questions arising 
that relate to the idea of intelligent design and creationism. This is however not only a current 
phenomenon, Roberts informs us that problems with this theory arose as early as 1859 with 
WKHSXEOLFDWLRQRI'DUZLQ¶VOrigin of Species, KHZULWHVWKDW³6WLOOLWLVXQTXHVWLRQDEO\WUXH
WKDW IURP WKH RXWVHW RI LWV SXEOLFDWLRQ LQ 1RYHPEHU  'DUZLQ¶V ZRUN HOLFLWHG PXFK
DWWHQWLRQDQGJHQHUDWHGPRUHWKDQDOLWWOHKRVWLOLW\´5REHUWV7KLVLVVXSSRUWHGE\
Wertheim who VWDWHV WKDW ³RQO\ GXULQJ WKH V GLG KRVWLOLW\ RSHQ 7KH FDWDO\VW IRU WKLV
XQSUHFHGHQWHGULIWZDVWKHSXEOLFDWLRQLQRI&KDUOHV'DUZLQ¶VThe Origin of Species. The 
LGHDWKDWPDQZDVQRWFUHDWHGLQWKHLPDJHRI*RGEXWKDGHYROYHGIURPµORZHU¶ OLIH-forms 
VWUXFNGHHSHUDWWKHKHDUWRI&KULVWLDQEHOLHI«DQGLWFDXVHGDIXURUZLWKLQ&KULVWLDQFLUFOHV´
(Wertheim 1997, 162). This also stresses an important point and that is that when looking at 
95  
  
the conflict model or in fact any of these models we must be aware that most of the reactions 
(or at least those that scholars seem to be interested in) are inherently Christian in nature and 
are primarily levelled at evolutionism.    
Though one could perhaps contribute this problem primarily to the idea of what 
funGDPHQWDOLVW&KULVWLDQJURXSVEHOLHYHDERXW*RGDQGFUHDWLRQDQGZKDW'DUZLQ¶VWKHRU\LV
dismissing in relation to this (as is suggested by Wertheim), there are a number of other 
FKDOOHQJHVWKDW'DUZLQ¶VWKHRU\EURXJKWWRWKHSOD\LQJILHOG%DUERXUSRLQWV out three such 
FKDOOHQJHVWKDW'DUZLQ¶VWKHRU\SURSRVHG 
A Challenge to Biblical Realism.  A long period of evolutionary changes conflicts with the seven 
GD\VRIFUHDWLRQLQ*HQHVLV«%DUERXU 
A Challenge to Human Dignity. In classical Christian thought human beings were set apart 
IURPDOORWKHUFUHDWXUHV«LQHYROXWLRQDU\ WKHRU\KXPDQLW\ZDV WUHDWHGDVSDUWRIQDWXUH1R
sharp line separated human and animal life, either in historical development or in present 
characteristics«%DUERXU 
A Challenge to Design. Darwin showed that adaption could be accounted for by an impersonal 
SURFHVVRIYDULDWLRQDQGQDWXUDOVHOHFWLRQ«,ELG-10 )  
 
7KLVLVVXSSRUWHGE\5REHUWVZKRZULWHVWKDW³«LQUHMHFWLQJWKHLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIWKH history of 
life as a succession of independent creations of species in favour of theory predicated on 
µUDQGRP¶ YDULDWLRQV DQG QDWXUDO VHOHFWLRQ 'DUZLQ¶V K\SRWKHVLV FKDOOHQJHG WKH LGHD WKDW
natural history was the realization of a plan initiated and sustained by providential deity and 
XQGHUPLQHGWKHYHUDFLW\RIWKHVFULSWXUDOGHSLFWLRQRIWKHVFKHPHRIUHGHPSWLRQ´5REHUWV
2010). Though both Roberts and Barbour present us with challenges that were raised in the 
SDVWWKH\DUHVWLOOIXHOOLQJµFUHDWLRQLVWILUHV¶DQGDYHU\UHDODQWL-evolutionary mentality, which 
has, unsurprisingly, resulted in the rise of anti-evolutionary groups in the United States. 
Harrison states that:   
«DQRWKHUUHDVRQIRUKHLJKWHQHGLQWHUHVWLQVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQKDVEHHQWKHSHUsistence, and 
indeed growth, of influential anti-evolutionary movements. Young-earth creationists, which 
rejects both macroevolution and geological evidence for the antiquity of the earth..Also 
growing in influence is the intelligent design movement which, although it differs from 
youngearth creationism in important respects, also asserts that biological accounts of the 
adaption of living things are incomplete unless they allow room for theistic explanation«
(Harrison 2010,2)  
That is not to say that the US is the only place where these problems have taken root. Numbers 
LQIRUPV XV WKDW LQ  FUHDWLRQLVP VWDUWHG WR ³JR JOREDO´ GHVSLWH SRSXODU EHOLHIV WR WKH
FRQWUDU\+HZULWHVWKDW³FUHDWLRQLVPZDVVXFFHVVIXOO\RYHUFRPLQJLWµ0DGHLQ$PHULFD¶ODEHO
and flourishing not only among conservative Protestants but also among pockets of Catholics, 
(DVWHUQ2UWKRGR[EHOLHYHUV0XVOLPVDQG-HZV´1XPEHUV+RZHYHUWKHHIIHFWRI
the conflict between science and religion did not end here. As with any reactionary movement 
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there was a counteraction, members of the scientific community lashed out at what they 
thought were fundamentalist views. One such example as presented by Brooke below, is quite 
a recent provocation; although Dawkins is at the centre of it this is a good example of how the 
reaction of anti-evolutionary movements are still provoking reactions. Brooke writes that:  
In August 2008, anticipating the 200th anniversary of the birth of Charles Darwin, and the 150th 
anniversary of the publication of his Origin of Species (1859), Richard Dawkins presented on 
%ULWLVKWHOHYLVLRQWKUHHSURJUDPPHVGHVLJQHGWRFHOHEUDWH'DUZLQ¶VJHQLXV«WKHLQYRFDWLRQRID
contrasting religious position had a didactic function²WRUHLQIRUFHWKHYLHZHU¶VXQGHUVWDQGLQJ
RI'DUZLQ¶Vscience and its naturalistic presupposition. A second goal, having many antecedents 
LQ WKH KLVWRU\ RI VFLHQFH ZDV WR XVH WKH WKHRU\¶V VXSSRVHG LPSOLFDWLRQV IRU UHOLJLRQ DV D
WHFKQLTXH IRU H[FLWLQJ WKH SXEOLF LQWHUHVW LQ DQG DSSUHFLDWLRQ RI 'DUZLQ¶V
achiHYHPHQWV«'DZNLQV¶ DQWL-religious juxtaposition of science and religion does, however, 
serve a third and explicitly avowed goal²that of persuading those who live in religious darkness 
that there is a great light (Brooke 2010, 103; Dawkins The Genius of Charles Darwin, channel 
4 TV series August 2008).    
However there is another interesting element to bring to the foreground; and that is what the 
TV series referenced above, demonstrates about this view; mainly how mainstream these ideas 
have become and how real the conflict between science and religion is. To understand this 
phenomenon we must once again return to (our old friends) Draper and White as Barbour 
believes that they are responsible for this popular reaction. Though it must be noted that 
reactionar\YLHZVWRZDUGVUHOLJLRQVSUXQJXSHDUOLHUWKDQ'UDSHUDQG:KLWHDQG'DUZLQ¶VOn 
the Origin of Species, and in one historical incident it even gave rise to the separation between 
FKXUFKDQGVWDWHLQ$PHULFDZLWKWKHDGRSWLRQRI7KRPDV3DLQH¶VGHPRFUDWLFLGeals. Dixon 
informs us that:  
Later in his life, having had a hand in both the American and French revolutions, he turned his 
sights from monarchy to Christianity. The institutions of Christianity were as offensive to his 
enlightened and Newtonian sensibilities as were those of monarchical government. In his Age 
of Reason 3DLQHFRPSODLQHGRIµWKHFRQWLQXDOSHUVHFXWLRQFDUULHGRQE\WKH&KXUFKIRU
several hundred years, against the science and against the professors of science (Dixon 2008, 
11)  
 With that said however Draper and White are the popular culprits that scholars continually 
refer to as those that fabricated this lie. This is of course also supported by Lindberg and others 
as has been demonstrated in the previous chapter; therefore without rehashing old ground, 
despite the fact that he, Barbour, believes that this model can pay its success to the Draper-
:KLWHWKHVLV,ELGZKDWKHIDLOVWRPHQWLRQLVWKDWWKLVWKHVLVZDVDOVRDUHDFWLRQWR'DUZLQ¶V
work. That is to say that it was Darwin¶VWKHRU\RIHYROXWLRQWKDWelicited such a reactionary 
response from both White and Draper. For a better understanding and insight into this we turn 
to Jon H. Roberts and Brooke who write that:   
In 1896 Andrew Dickson White (1832-«VXJJHVWHGWKDW&KDUOHV'DUZLQ¶VOrigin of Species 
KDGHQWHUHGWKHWKHRORJLFDODUHQDµOLNHDSORXJKLQWRDQDQWKLOO¶$VZDVVRRIWHQWKHFDVHZKHQ
KHDVVHVVHGWKHLPSDFWRIVFLHQFHRQWKHRORJ\:KLWHH[DJJHUDWHGZKHQKHDOOHJHGWKDW'DUZLQ¶V




elicited much attention and generated more than a little hostility. (Roberts 2010, 80)  
For Draper, the Darwinian debates had focused attention on a crucial issue²whether the 
government of the world is by incessant divine intervention or by the operation of unchangeable 
laws. (Brooke 1991, 34)  
 Though we know from the evidence previously brought to bear, that this model seems to hold 
great appeal with the general public, and this is commented on by Barbour who states that 
³7RGD\WKHSRSXODULPDJHRIµWKHZDUIDUHRIVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQ¶LVSHUSHWXDWHGE\WKHPHGLD
for whom a controversy is more dramatic than the more subtle and discriminating positions 
EHWZHHQWKHH[WUHPHVRIVFLHQWLILFPDWHULDOLVPDQGELEOLFDOOLWHUDOLVP´,ELGDQGDOWKRXJK
,ZRXOGDJUHHZLWK%DUERXUWKDWWKHPHGLDGRHV³HQMR\DJRRGVWRU\´ZHFDQQRWLJQRUHWKDWIDFW
that it is catering to an audience that wants to hear about this eternal conflict between two of 
its favourite cultural activities, science and religion. This resulted in the popular understanding 
that science (the progressive and also intellectual underdog so to speak) broke away from not 
only a tyrannical and oppressive regime, but one that was based on a more inferior ideology 
WKHFKXUFK:HFDQVHHWKLVW\SHRIPHQWDOLW\VSULQNOHGWKURXJKRXWPXFKRIWKH³QHZDWKHLVW´
literature that is prominent in this field (as we have previously looked at); bringing us neatly 
to our next approach the Independence Model. 
  
I Am Single Because I Was Born That Way: the Independence Model   
%DUERXU LQIRUPV XV WKDW WKH ,QGHSHQGHQFH PRGHO LV ³$Q DOWHUQDWLYH YLHZ >WKDW@ KROGV WKDW
science and religion are strangers who can coexist as long as they keep a safe distance from 
each other. According to this view, there should be no conflict because science and religion 
UHIHUWRGLIIHULQJGRPDLQVRIOLIHRUDVSHFWVRIUHDOLW\´%DUERXU7KLVLVHQIRUFHGE\
Ruse who LQIRUPV XV WKDW WKLV LV ³D YHU\ SRSXODU SRVLWLRQ´ RQH WKDW LV DOVR NQRZQ DV
neoorthodoxy in theological circles owing much of its success to the Swiss Reformed 
Theologian Karl Barth (Ruse 2010, 231: Barbour 2000, 17). This is supported by Miller and 
Grenz ZKRZULWHWKDW³«QHR-orthodoxy [is] a teaching informed by a critical approach to the 
biblical literature, availing itself of the relevant insights of modern learning (history, science, 
SV\FKRORJ\HWFDQGVHHNLQJWRDGGUHVVWKHFRQWHPSRUDU\VLWXDWLRQ«´Miller and Grenz 1998, 
14). A further explanation of neo-orthodoxy is presented by both Ruse and Barbour. Ruse 
ZULWHVWKDWLW³ZRXOGH[SODLQWKHGLIIHUHQFHEHWZHHQNQRZLQJKRZRUZKDWDQGNQRZLQJZK\´
(Ruse 2010, 231). Though Ruse presents us with an explanation in the form of an anecdote of 
a family visiting the seaside, I think a better explanation of neo-orthodoxy would be the one 
SUHVHQWHGE\%DUERXUZKRVWDWHV WKDW LWVPDQ\SUHFHSW LV WKDW ³*RGFDQEHNQRZQRQO\DV
revealed in Christ and acknowledged iQ IDLWK«5HOLJLRXV IDLWK GHSHQGV HQWLUHO\ RQ GLYLQH
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initiative, not on human discovery of the kind occurring in science. The primary sphere of 
*RG¶VDFWLRQLVKLVWRU\QRWQDWXUH«VFLHQFHLVEDVHGRQKXPDQREVHUYDWLRQDQGUHDVRQZKLOH
theology is based on dLYLQHUHYHODWLRQ´%DUERXU,QRWKHUZRUGVVFLHQFHVHHNVWR
answer the how and whys of nature, in contrast this school of thought (so to speak) is not 
FRQFHUQHGZLWKQDWXUHEHFDXVHLWNQRZVWKH³ZK\V´ZKLFKDUHUHYHDOHGWKURXJK*RG¶VDFWLRQV
to his followers.   
So what exactly is the Independence model and where does it fit in to our argument? Like the 
Conflict model this too is a rather self-explanatory model, in the sense that it advocates what 
one would expect it to, this idea that science and religion are independent and therefore are 
not in conflict. What this model suggests in many ways is that science and religion are in fact 
totally different things that govern their own unique domains so to speak as is explained in the 
theological definition above; that said in regards to a less theological and more scientific 
definition of this relationship is presented by Stephen J. Gould who came up with an 
interesting definition to describe this phenomenon suggesting that both science and religion 
are FRYHUHGE\DGLIIHUHQWµQHW¶ZKDWKHUHIHUVWRDVD³PDJLVWHULXP´+HZULWHVWKDW³«¶WKHQHW
or magisterium of science covers the empirical realm: what is the universe made of (fact) and 
why does it work this way (theory). The magisterium of religion extends over questions of 
ultimate meaning and moral value. These two magisterium do not overlay, nor do they 
HQFRPSDVVDOO LQTXLU\«´ (Gould 1999, 6).  Some like Stenmark would suggest and perhaps 
rightly so, that this model is in many ways one that offers compatibility between science and 
UHOLJLRQ³$FFRUGLQJWRWKH,QGHSHQGHQFHPRGHO6FLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQDUHFRPSDWLEOHEHFDXVH
WRGD\ WKH\ DUH WZR FRPSOHWHO\ VHSDUDWH EXW OHJLWLPDWH SUDFWLFHV ZLWK QR RYHUODS DW DOO´
(Stenmark 2010, 279); whereas the conflict model is entirely one of incompatibility, I would 
suggest that this is not quite correct. My reasoning for this is that by suggesting that this model 
is one of compatibility would be as tantamount as saying that two individuals who cannot 
agree, and who have nothing in common and therefore choose to amicably go their separate 
ways are in fact compatible, which frankly is absurd. As amusing as it may sound, perhaps it 
ZRXOG EH VOLJKWO\ PRUH DFFXUDWH WR UHIHU WR WKLV PRGHO DV D PRGHO RI µWDFLW DFFHSWDQFH¶ RU
µWROHUDQFH¶UDWKHUWKDQFRPSDWLELOLW\ 
  
Propensities and Principles Must Be Reconciled by Some Means: The 
Reconciliation model  
This brings us neatly to the next model in our assessment, WKH ³5HFRQFLOLDWLRQ´ PRGHO DV
proposed by Stenmark. As has already been stated as a means to better organise these models 
Stenmark took it upon himself to create what he believed was an easier and tidier means to 
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categorise these views, this can be found in his reconciliation framework. As has previously 
been mentioned within these new categories are sub-categories and quasi- categories. To begin 
with, OHW XV WDNH D ORRN DW ZKDW 6WHQPDUN UHIHUV WR DV KLV µ5HIRUPDWLYH¶ DQG µ6XSSRUWLYH¶
versions of the reconciliation model. Like many of the other views we have looked at thus far 
the reformative view is exactly what we would expect it to be, the idea that science and/or 
UHOLJLRQKDYHWRFKDQJHRUUHIRUPLQRUGHUIRUWKHWZRWRµVHHH\HWRH\H¶:KHWKHUWKDWPHDQV
that religion adopts more aspects of science, as is the point that the Dalai Lama makes in 
response to science and religion, which talks about Buddhism changing with new scientific 
perspectives and innovations (Dalai Lama 2005, 6, 146) or that science gives religion a bit 
more leeway, such as keeping an open mind when it comes to creationism and cosmology 
especially when science is at a point where it cannot explain everything, this is the main 
premise of this model. Many of the scholars that we have looked at thus far fall somewhere in 
the reformative camp, including 3HDFRFNHZKREHOLHYHVWKDW³UDGLFDOUHYLVLRQV´PXVWWDNHSODFH
in both science and religion if Christian theology is to take modern science into account 
(Peacocke 2007, 6). Ward (2007) and Polkinghone (1998) on the other hand believe that 
Christianity is in many ways fine as it is but that science needs to change its views to fit it (that 
is that it needs to be more accepting of religion). According to Stenmark, despite their 
relatively different views he believes that they all fit this model in one way or another primarily 
because they (regardless as to their differing views) are of the opinion that some type of reform 
needs to take place in order for science and religion to happily and harmoniously coexist. This 
is commented on by Stenmark who writes that:  
Arthur Peacocke claims that those attempting to develop a Christian theology that takes into 
DFFRXQW FRQWHPSRUDU\ VFLHQFH«>PXVW@ UHDOL]H WKDW µUDGLFDO UHYLVLRQV«DUH QHFHVVDU\ LI
FRKHUHQFHDUH WREHDFKLHYHG«3RONLQJKRUQH«ZRXOGDUJXH WKDW WUDGLWLRQ IRUPXODtions of the 
&KULVWLDQIDLWKFDQEHOHIWUHODWLYHO\LQWDFW«.HLWK:DUGZRXOGSUREDEO\EHRIDVLPLODURSLQLRQ
[to Polkinghorne] (Stenmark 2010 282).  
  
If Reformative models were not enough however Stenmark brings another quasi structure to 
the forefront, not only are there now two different reconciliation models but within the 
µUHIRUPDWLYHYLHZ¶WKHUHDUHDOVRWZRPRUHVXE-FDWHJRULHV7KRVHWKDWKHUHIHUVWRDV³UHOLJLRQ-
SULRULW\ UHIRUPDWLYHYLHZ´ZKLFK WDNHV WKHYLHZ WKDW UHOLJLRQ LV LQPDQ\ZD\V ILQHEXW it is 
VFLHQFHWKDWQHHGVWRFKDQJHDQGWKH³VFLHQFH-SULRULW\UHIRUPDWLYHYLHZ´ZKLFKVHHVWKDWWKH
PDMRUFRQIOLFWEHWZHHQVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQLVFDXVHGE\UHOLJLRQQRWZDQWLQJWR³PRYHZLWK
WKHWLPHV´VRWRVSHDNDQGLILWZHUHWRFKDQJHWKHQDOOZRXOGEe well (Stenmark 2010, 280-
286). Though I can see why Stenmark may have thought it helpful to separate these views, as 
in many ways one takes a more scientific standpoint and the other a more religious one, I 
cannot see the relevance or in fact helpfulness to his strategy, as they are (regardless of points 
of view) suggesting effectively the same things. To add to the confusion Stenmark decides to 
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add another (and in many ways unnecessary) level of complexity to an already overly 
complicated lattice; what hHUHIHUV WRDV ³ZHDN´DQG³VWURQJ´YHUVLRQVRI WKHUHFRQFLOLDWLRQ
model (the more layers we encounter the more I can see the confusion and irrelevance) saying 
WKDWWKHµZHDNYLHZ¶LVEDVLFDOO\WKHdialogue PRGHOZKHUHWKHµVWURQJYLHZ¶LVWKHintegration 
model. In the words of Stenmark:  
«VRPHRQHZKROLPLWVWKHDUHDRIFRQWDFWWRPHWDSK\VLFDOSUHVXSSRVLWLRQVPHWKRGVRILQTXLU\
conceptual tools or models and the like, exemplifies the weak view, whereas the strong view 
adds to these the theoretical content of science (theories) and religion (beliefs and stories). 
(Stenmark 2010, 282)  
It is unnecessary because like his (science and religion priority reformative views) the weak 
and strong views are basically saying relatively the same thing just with a slightly different 
slant, one leaning more towards science and the other towards religion. So instead of putting 
a decent methodology forward to deal with this relationship Stenmark is merely arguing 
semantics at this point, and in many ways over analysing this concept, making it far more 
complex and less friendly to deal with than it needs to be. Though it may seem to be the case, 
,DPQRWGHOLEHUDWHO\WU\LQJWRFRQIXVHWKHLVVXHE\SUHVHQWLQJ6WHQPDUNV¶SRLQWVLQDUDWKHU
unruly and disorganised fashion, this is merely the way in which it is presented to his reader, 
a virtual mind-field of unnecessary terms and categorisations. If this confusion was not 
enough, he decides to add another variable the supportive reconciliation view. Unlike the more 
µQHJDWLYHUHIRUPDWLYHYLHZ¶WKLVPRGHO LVQRWFRQFHUQHGZLWKVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQFKDQJLQJ
nor is it interested in demonstrating some form of tension or conflict (which we see in the 
reformative view) but it encourages mutual support, support being the key word here 
³UHLQIRUFHPHQWRUFRQILUPDWLRQ´,ELG 7KHVHYLHZVDUHWKRVHKHOGE\LQGLYLGXDOV OLNH
Davis, and philosopher of religion Richard Swinburne, that see science and religion as being 
mutually beneficial and supportive of one another.   
7KRXJK , ZRXOG JR IXUWKHU WR H[SODLQ PRUH PRGHOV OLNH WKH µUHSODFHPHQW PRGHO¶ DQG
6WHQPDUN¶VµFRQVHUYDWLYH¶µWUDGLWLRQDO¶µOLEHUDO¶DQGµFRQVWUXFWLYLVW¶³UHFRQFLOLDWLRQ´PRGHOVWKH
question I would ask however is how useful would it be to do that at this point? We already 
KDYH D JHQHUDO XQGHUVWDQGLQJ DV WR WKH LGHDV EHKLQG 6WHQPDUN¶V µUHFRQFLOLDWLRQ PRGHOV¶
therefore adding to an already overreaching list would be counter-productive at this point. As 
apart from informing us as to other views and models in this debate (which we should be aware 
of no doubt) I believe it would defeat the true purpose of this section; which is to ask the right 
TXHVWLRQV DERXW WKH EHVW DSSURDFKHV WR WDNH ZKHQ GHDOLQJ ZLWK WKH µVFLHQFH¶ µUHOLJLRQ¶
relationship and the major problems that arise from these approaches. However with all of 
that said it is perhaps worthwhile to see what exactly it is that we would be missing if we did 
not cover these in detail. After all they are also a cause of the typological problem as we will 




According to the conservative reconciliation model, it is primarily science that needs to change 
its content, whereas traditional Christianity is to a very large extent satisfactory as it 
LV«$FFRUGing to the traditional reconciliation model, science might need to change some of its 
content whereas Christianity certainly needs to change some but not most of its tradition 
FRQWHQW«$FFRUGLQJ WR WKH OLEHUDO UHFRQFLOLDWLRQ PRGHO VFLHQFH LV ILQH DV LW LV it is rather 
&KULVWLDQLW\WKDWQHHGVWRFKDQJHPRVWEXWQRWDOORILWVWUDGLWLRQDOFRQWHQW«7KHUHLVDOVRD
fourth model worth exploring, although I would hesitate to identify names of scholars in the 
dialogue who would presuppose it I writing. According to the postmodern or constructivist 
reconciliation model, neither science nor (traditional or liberal) Christianity is acceptable as it 
is; rather, both need to change radically. The starting point would be with radical postmodern 
literary theory and scholDUVVXFKDV1LHW]VFKH'HUULGD)RXFDXOWDQG5RUW\«6WHQPDUN
288-289).   
It is perhaps clear from the excerpt above that there is not a great deal of point in addressing 
these models to any greater extent, because as one can see they are very firmly rooted in 
6WHQPDUN¶V µUHIRUPDWLYH¶FDPSKHQFHWKH\DUHQRWQHFHVVDU\WRFRYHU7KHRQO\GLIIHUHQFHV
EHWZHHQWKHVHPRGHOVDQGWKHµUHIRUPDWLYH¶PRGHOWKDWZHKDYHORRNHGDWSUHYLRXVO\LVWKDW
Stenmark seems to have added another sub-category that is made up of four other models, one 
can hazard a guess that he wanted to be as fair as possible in representing all sides of the 
DUJXPHQW ZKLFK LV IDLU HQRXJK +LV H[SODQDWLRQ RI WKLV LV WKDW ³«LW PLJKW VRPHWLPHV EH
necessary to distinguish between more conservative and more liberal groupings within these 
religious traditions, or denominations. At any particular time there could be major differences 
EHWZHHQWKHYLHZVKHOGE\FRQVHUYDWLYHDQG OLEHUDO&KULVWLDQVRQDQ\RIWKHVH LVVXHV´,ELG
287). Though this is perhaps true is this actually benefitting this field of study?   
As it seems as though a great deal of effort has gone in to saying pretty much the same thing 
merely considering the minute detail and differences; and although scholarship such as this in 
many ways should be commended because of its precision, one needs to step back and consider 
what or whom for that matter is benefitting here; apart from reinforcing a difference in 
opinion, which should already be a given. Could this not have been said with a few examples 
and an explanation of these differing points of view, rather than separating these views into 
more ambiguous and superfluous categorisation? For instance most of the scholars that we 
have looked at in this thesis like King, Asad, Dubuisson, Harrison and the like warn us against 
such categorisations and present us with better and more effective ways of dealing with 
TXHVWLRQVRQµVFLHQFH¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶2QHUHFXUULQJWKHPHLVWKDWQRWRQO\GRZHQHHGWREH
aware of our bias and the bias of others (including opinions) but when approaching the study 
of complex phenomena like science and religion it needs to be done in a precise, non-
UHGXFWLRQLVWRUGHUO\DQGZHOOVXSSRUWHGIDVKLRQ,Q6WHQPDUN¶VFDVHWKHPDMRUGLIILFXOW\LV
over extension and overly FRPSOLFDWLQJLVVXHVWKDWGRQ¶WQHFHVVDULO\QHHGWREH7KDWLVWRVD\
that although science and religion are complex phenomena Stenmark is more interested in 




gets so bogged down in the opinions of others and categorising these opinions more completely 
that he in many ways (as well as other individuals we have looked at) loses sight of the problem 
at hand, and that is relating science and religion effectively. That is not to say that he does not 
do a fair job categorising others opinion on the matter (as he does), but what use are these 
opinions in academia when we should be interested in hard core facts?     
For instance another diminutive difference in these models, that leaves one asking the 
question why point these details out in the first place (as it merely makes one suspect that the 
author is trying to stretch a point further than it needs to go) is that the views that he feels 
necessitates their own categories only differ in slight degrees. That is to say that there is only 
a slight variation in scholastic opinions as to the degree of change that science, religion 
(Christianity primarily), or both have to undergo in order to reconcile science and religion. 
7KLVLVLQPDQ\ZD\VZKDW'UHHVLVWU\LQJWRDYRLGZKHQKHVWDWHVWKDW³2WKHUFODVVLILFDWLRQV
give more prominence to the way cognitive claims in religion (theology) and in science are 
UHODWHG«,LQWHQGWRPDNHLWFOHDUWKDW>WKH\@GRQRWVWDQGLQLVRODWLRQ´'UHHV 
Additionally on a more contextual level the differences are merely in the wording used to 
HPSKDVLVHWKHVHFKDQJHV)RULQVWDQFHKHVWDWHVWKDWWKHµWUDGLWLRQDOPRGHO¶VHHVWKDWVFLHQFH
might need to change some of its content but Christianity certainly needs to change; whereas 
WKHµOLEHUDOUHFRQFLOLDWLRQPRGHO¶VHHVVFLHQFHDVEHLQJILQHZKHUHLWLVVRWRVSHDNEXWLWLV
Christianity that needs to change most. Apart from the wording and minor difference here and 
there in the emphasis (which was added by the author of this thesis) is there actually any major 
GLIIHUHQFH LQ ZKDW WKHVH LQGLYLGXDOV DUH VD\LQJ UHDOO\" ,VQ¶W WKH RYHUDOO DUJXPHQW EHLQJ
addressed, regardless as to in what fashion, suggesting to some degree or another some 
element of change (or reform)? One could go as far as to say that by emphasising this point 
and looking at this argument on such a minute level that Stenmark is merely arguing semantics 
and making things far more complex then they need to be; and as a result is not adding 
anything really useful or informative to the academic mix. Regardless as to how fair he believes 
he is being in his representation of these slightly differing viewpoints, he has merely stretched 
out a point that he could have resolved in a number of paragraphs rather than ten pages.   
  
Looking At the ³%ULJKW6LGH´7KH3RVLWLYHVRI7KLV)RUPRI6FKRODUVKLS 
In many ways enough information has been supplied here and previous sections to show ample 
difficulty with all of these viewpoints; however it is important that we also remain as objective 
as possible. In other words, if we are going to point out the current problems with these models 
and this area of study then it is important that we also point out the positives associated with 
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this form of scholarship. Therefore the questions that we should be asking are what is the point 
of these views and are they in any way useful to our understanding of the science/religion 
relationship? Without considering other important aspects of this debate (which we need to) 
like the history of the science/religion relationship, the constant fluctuations in definitions of 
the terms, the complex and longstanding relationship between the religious and the secular in 
the west; and not to mention the relationship that the west (mainly Christianity) has had with 
science, the seemingly obvious answer to this question is yes. The reason for this is that the 
relationship between science and religion does exist and means a great deal to a number of 
people and this area of study emphasis its popularity, at least in academic circles. 
Furthermore, despite all of the problems associated with this form of scholarship it is quite 
valid in what it is purposing, and that is in many ways (even though it may not be aware of this 
itself) is that there is a complex relationship between science and religion in the West, and this 
field of study merely emphasises this dynamic.  
In other words it illustrates that science and religion have a history, I mean this from a more  
figurative sense of the word, as in an eventful past, rather than a chronological relationship 
(although this too does and has existed in the west for a very long time as we have seen) and 
because of this rather eventful history there is a present stigma that is attached to it and in 
many ways, these models regardless as to the multitude of individuals that have proposed 
them, exhibit a specific and often popularist view held by many scientists and theologians. 
(YHQ LI ZH WRWDOO\ GLVUHJDUG ERWK 6WHQPDUN¶V DQG %DUERXU¶V PRGHOV ZKDW RXU +DZNLQJV
Polkinghornes, Dawkins and Dennett tell us is that these views are often ones of conflict or 
harmony.   
Secondly, like all areas of study there are particular rules, methodologies and the like that are 
followed, and typologies are a large part of this framework (as is demonstrated above) 
therefore they have their purpose. For instance they not only demonstrate and familiarise us 
with systems and methods that have been proposed and are popular tools in this field of study 
but give us guidelines to consider in our overall approach to this subject matter.  As is 
VXJJHVWHGE\5XVVHOO³7KH\FDQEHTXLWHXseful both to the specialists wishing to clarify subtle 
distinctions between positions and to non-specialists, including the media, educators, and 
FOHUJ\ E\ SURYLGLQJ D EDVLF RULHQWDWLRQ WR WKH ILHOG´ 5XVVHOO 
http://www.inters.org/dialogue-science-theology accessed by author September 4th 2013).  
That is to say that, because they are popular viewpoints and positions that have been taken in 
regard to the science/religion relationship, they give us a clear insight as to the fashionable 
perspectives that are currently flying around in academic circles.  After all one of our main 
reasons for choosing Barbour for this study was his popularity.  These viewpoints are even 
evident where scholars are trying their best to be as open-minded and as objective as possible. 
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$VDQH[DPSOHRIWKLVWZRUHFHQWZRUNVVSULQJWRPLQGWKHILUVWLV%HQWOH\¶VEdge of Reason 
which is an interdisciplinary approach to the subject of science and religion, and the second is 
The Routledge Companion to Religion and Science which in many ways is less interested in 
dealing with different approaches to the science/religion phenomenon and more interested in 
µVKRZLQJRII¶VLPLODULWLHVEHWZHHQWKHWZRE\LQYRNLQJFOHYHUUKHWRULFDVLQ5DPDQRU
being rather apologetic in nature as. So for a fairer representation and in many ways a more 
evidenced perspective I will return to The Edge of Reason to make my point.   
For instance within The Edge of Reason (2008) which in many ways is an incredibly objective 
and different approach than the one aforementioned (which we will look at in a bit more detail 
in a moment) to this study we can see these viewpoints represented in one form or another in 
most of the arguments and questions posed. For instance Simon Coleman in his essay titled 
³6FLHQFH YHUVXV $QWKURSRORJ\ QRW 5HOLJLRQ´ bases this essay on the contestation between 
science and religion. Though it LVHYLGHQWE\KLVFRPPHQW³:KHQDVNHGWRZULWHWKLVERRNP\
original question was whether scientists should contest religious belief, rather than challenge 
WKHP«´&ROHPDQWKDWKHZDVDVNHGWRUHODWHKLVWKRXJKWVRQWKHPDWWHUVSHFLILFDOO\
for the addition to this manuscript. However, what is even more apparent is the supposed 
reason behind being asked in the first place. The main rationale behind this seems to be 
EHFDXVHWKHµFRQWHVW¶EHWZHHQVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQLVREYLRXVO\DYHU\SRSXODUXQGHrstanding 
of this relationship and is of interest to the point that it was felt by the scholars and editors of 
this book that it needed to be addressed.   
However this is not the only view that is at the heart of this literature as both the reconciliation 
models and the conflict models make an appearance. This is most clearly illustrated not in the 
essay titles themselves (although it is also evidence here) but in a number of the sections of the 
ERRN )RU LQVWDQFH 3DUW , LV WLWOHG ³6KRXOG VFLHQWLVWV FKDOOHQJH UHOLJLRXV EHOLHIV LQ PRGHUQ
VRFLHW\´ZKLFKSULPDULO\OHQGVLWVHOIWRVROYLQJSUREOHPVUHODWLQJWRWKLVFRQIOLFW3DUW,,,³,V
religion harmful? Form bUDLQVWRVRFLHWLHV´ZKLFKWDNHVPRUHRIDFORVHUORRNDWUHOLJLRQLQ
society, primarily focusing on issues relating to the conflict between science and religion, and 
ILQDOO\3DUW,9³&DQVFLHQFHLWVHOILQVSLUHVSLULWXDOZRQGHU"´Y-v1); which takes this idea 
RISRVVLEOHUHFRQFLOLDWLRQDQGµEULGJLQJWKHJDS¶HYHQIXUWKHU 
Thirdly and perhaps most importantly these models make it easy for us to compartmentalise 
these ideas in our heads. That is to say if these things are brought to us in neat and tidy 
packages it is much easier for us to assimilate the information. On the adverse however it 
provides us with this false and often dangerous idea that all the hard work is already done for 
us, and that it is done properly; leaving us to believe that all we need to do is read the study in 
order to understand the problems at hand. Sadly, when we delve a bit deeper below the surface 
we find that this is not entirely the case; as although these seem like simple classifications the 
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myself) is that he is only looking at one specific definition of religion, the experiential. He even 
dedicates a chapter in his book to experience as evidence. This in itself sends off alarm bells 
because there is no proof here or anywhere in his thesis that he is even aware that differing 
GHILQLWLRQV DQG DSSURDFKHV WR UHOLJLRQ DFWXDOO\ H[LVW KH PHUHO\ DVVXPHV WKDW µUHOLJLRQ¶  
µH[SHULHQFH¶ 
Fourthly and finally by categorising these viewpoints it makes this debate more appealing to 
the Western university, and in many ways justifies it in the mind of scholars as an important 
contributory field within the academy. Not only is the debate appealing but it is also (in the 
scheme of things) a relatively fresh approach to what was once a stagnant area of study at least 
since the early 19th century with the publication of the very popular and famous Natural 
Theology (1802) by William Paley (Dixon 2008 14). However, it waVQ¶WXQWLOWKH¶VWKDW
³VFLHQFH DQG UHOLJLRQ´ ZRXOG WDNH LWV SODFH DV D YLDEOH DQG GLVWLQFWLYH DUHD RI VWXG\ ZLWKLQ
academia. This is supported by Dixon (2008) who writes that:  
+RZHYHUIURPWKHVRQZDUGµVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQ¶WRRNRQDPRUHGLVWLnct existence as an 
academic discipline. In 1966 the first specialist journal in the field was found in Chicago² 
Zygon: Journal of Science and Religion. The same year so the publication of a very widely used 
textbook, Issues in Science and Religion by the British physicists and theologian Ian Barbour 
«'L[RQ 
Another appealing aspect of it is that it is also very interdisciplinary, or at least it tries to be, 
and we can see this in the more current work in the area especially the works like the Edge of 
Reason that take a more distinctive approach to this relationship and is more open to it. 
Therefore understanding these categorisations in many ways sets the scholar of science and 
religion apart from the rest of the system making him unique in his skill set. This puts one in 
PLQG RI .LQJ¶V FRPPHQW ZKHUH KH ZULWHV ³«WKDW UHOLJLRQ LV sui generis²that it is a 
fundamental category of its own, is often put forward as a defences of the autonomy and 
irreducibility of religious phenomena in the overwhelmingly secular institution of the modern 
XQLYHUVLW\´.LQJ7KRXJKKHLVZULWLQJDERXWUHOLJLRQLQPDQ\ZD\VLWHFKRHVZKDW
appears to be happening here, and that is the need for science and religion scholars to 
legitimize their area of expertise within the academy. Furthermore, to the more overly 
optimistic individual it may also appear as if this area of study is truly doing something unique, 
different, and innovative by combining two very different and distinct disciplines that have 




Problems, Problems and More Problems  
We have looked at some positive points related to this form of scholarship, now to the 
negatives. Though we have covered quite a bit in relation to this above, there are a few more 
points that I would like to address further. For instance let us return back to the usefulness of 
any of the categories mentioned above. From what has been noted thus far and in light of the 
evidence that has been provided, they appear to be quite inadequate in providing us with any 
useful information relating to the science and religion relationship. In fact the only valuable 
information they do provide is outlined above, such as the different types of views that are 
prominent in the field, and to emphasize the popularity of the topic of study. Though this does 
seem to have some merit in many ways this debate is not advertised as such. For instance, 
although Barbour does look at certain similarities between science and religious 
methodologies, like the best way to categorise and also relate these two things (as we have seen 
above) he mainly does this through either his Dialogue or Integration models; supplying the 
reader with the understanding that his main focus is to demonstrate that science and religion 
are in many ways compatible and harmonious even if this is only intellectually. However he 
GRHVWKLVLQDUDWKHUXQH[SHFWHGZD\E\VXJJHVWLQJWRWKHUHDGHUWKDW³,SURSRVHGDIRXUIROG
typology as an aid to sorting out the great variety of ways in which people have related science 
DQGUHOLJLRQ´%DUERXU,XVHWKHWHUPXQH[SHFWHGEHFDXVHKHLQPDQ\ZD\VILQGV
justification for the harmonious relationship between science and religion not through hard-
core facts or evidence, but through individual opinion.   
Though at first glance there seems to be no problem with this rather noble effort, when we dig 
a bit deeper we see that there are a number of problems with his typology, primarily its 
significance and usefulness as a method of verification. For instaQFH%DUERXU¶VPDLQSXUSRVH
for this typological system is to provide a method of sorting out the many different views on 
the science and religion relationship (Ibid 1). Though Barbour may see these models as a good 
way to bring scientific and religious insight together, there is no real indication as to how this 
is done or as to the importance of such an endeavour. After all, it does not seem to have much 
of an appeal to those individuals within this field of study that are interested in hard core facts 
rather than particular opinions, we need only to refer back to our comments from Drees (1996) 
DQG5XVHLQWKHSUHYLRXVVHFWLRQ:LWKWKDWVDLGKRZHYHUWKHUHLVDKLQWDVWR%DUERXU¶V
intentions on the matter. He seems to believe that this typology does benefit society because it 
demonstrates, through the views of others, that science and religion have the potential to be 
KDUPRQLRXVLQWRGD\¶VZHVWHUQVRFLHW\DVRFLHW\WKDWRQWKHVXUIDFHDSSHDUVWREHVRPHZKDW
hostile to either one side or the other.   




UHODWHGVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQ´%DUERXU ,KDYH LWDOLFLVHG people in this instance to 
emphasize an important point) the [people] that he seems to be referring to are theologians 
and scientists; the logic behind this claim is that the opinions he addresses in his works are 
mainly those of theologians and scientists (Barbour 2000; 1998). Even though this is fine from 
a certain point of view, so to speak, this study lacks academic integrity. That is to say that it is 
dishonest to label this particular sub-culture of individuals as all people. This can however be 
easily rectified if Barbour was clear as to what people he was referring to, in this instance 
primarily middle-aged and highly-educated-middle-to-upper-middle-class-western men who 
are scientists-cum-theologians, and also more than likely, members of the Society of Ordained 
Scientists (after all Peacocke founded the organisation and Polkinghorne pays tribute to his 
³IHOORZ´PHPEHUVLQKLVScientists as Theologians). That Barbour is focused primarily on this 
subculture of individuals is quite obvious not only in his choice of words used when referring 
to these views (primarily the use of loaded Christian language as we will see in the following 
examples); but in his choice of sources (Barbour 2000; 1998; 1990; 1974). With that said, it 
must be noted that although Barbour does not specifically state that he is talking about all 
people, one is still left with the rather false impression that he is dealing with a much larger 
and more representative demographic.   
That is not to say that Barbour does not mention female thinkers or for that matter individuals 
WKDWKHUHIHUVWRLQDYHU\LPSHULDOLVWLFZLWKKLQWVRIWKHµSULPLWLYH¶IDVKLRQDV³7KLUG:RUOG´
critiques, as he dedicates at least a page or two of his 1998 work to these individuals (to be fair, 
Barbour is writLQJ µZLWK WKRXJKWV IURP DQRWKHU DJH¶ DQG ZKHQ WKLV ZDV ZULWWHQ WKH WHUP
Developing Countries was not in wide and popular use). Furthermore, though female scholars 
make an appearance on a number of occasions in the same book, it is disappointing that 
BarboXULVVRLQWHQWRQIRFXVLQJSULPDULO\RQZKDWKHUHIHUVWRDVµIHPLQLVWFULWLTXHV¶RIVFLHQFH
DQG VFLHQWLVWV IRU WKDW PDWWHU VWDWLQJ WKDW ³DOO RI WKHVH DXWKRUV VHHN D gender-free science 
ZLWKLQWKHSUHYDLOLQJQRUPVRIVFLHQWLILFREMHFWLYLW\´%DUERXU, 148). It would have made 
for a much more fruitful and fascinating inquiry if he had focused more on the contribution of 
µWKLUGZRUOG¶DQGµIHPDOH¶VFLHQWLVWVWRWKHVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQGHEDWHUDWKHUWKDQIRFXVLQJRQ
their criticisms of western religion, and what comes across as illogical ranting from female 
scholars on the scientific man. This is demonstrated by Barbour when he writes that:  
All of these authors seek a gender-free science within the prevailing norms of scientific 
objectivity. Male biases are to be rejected not simply because they are patriarchal but because 
they DUH³EDGVFLHQFH´DQGWKH\FDQEHFRUUHFWHGE\DJUHDWHUFRPPLWPHQWWRREMHFWLYLW\DQG
openness to evidence. But some feminists go much further in advocating a new µIHPLQLVWVFLHQFH¶
DQGLQUHMHFWLQJREMHFWLYLW\LWVHOIDVDPDOHLGHRORJ\«,FDQQRWDJUHHZLWKWKHVHSRVWPRGHUQLVW
IHPLQLVWV«%DUERXUDQG 
Though one can criticise Barbour for being a bit too exclusive as to his choice of demographic, 
this is not that surprising as only a select set of individuals, primarily those from white western 
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Christian backgrounds, have contributed to this area of study.6 This is of course all well and 
good and quite valid especially if you are interested in the opinions of this specific sub-culture 
of individual. However, if one is looking for sufficient evidence pointing to the complex and 
FRORXUIXOUHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQDQGKRZLWKDVLPSDFWHGWRGD\¶VVRFLHW\RU
has been represented in the past, one will be greatly disappointed, as it does not feature here. 
In fairness to Barbour however, this seems to be a major oversight of many published works 
LQWKLVILHOGRQHQHHGRQO\WRJODQFHDWDQXPEHURI3RONLQJKRUQH¶VRU3HDFRFNH¶VERRNVWRVHH
that this is the case. That is not to say that Barbour completely disregards the history of science 
and religion, he makes a good effort at approaching it in his Religion and Science, but any 
attempt to show a hint of complexity in this relationship and their history, or for that matter,  
an evolution of the terms, is worryingly lacking; and in light of the evidence that we have 
looked at thus far, his representation of their history is less than adequate as it comes across 
as merely elementary, one sided, and a rather anachronistic reading into the past. One such 
example that stands out from the rest (although this text is riddled with many of these 
VXSSRVLWLRQVLVZKHUHKHZULWHVWKDW³7KHVHYHQWHHQWKFHQWXU\ZDVDSHULRGRIVXFKFUXFLDO
and rapid change in outlooks that we may justifiably speak of it as marking the birth of modern 
VFLHQFH´%DUERXU 
We have already discussed the history of science in the previous chapter and it was evident 
from what was presented that the seventeenth century was far from the era of WKH µELUWKRI
PRGHUQVFLHQFH¶DQGWRHYHQUHDGµPRGHUQ¶LQWRLWLVDQDFKURQLVWLFLQLWVHOI7RPDNHPDWWHUV
ZRUVHWKLVLVFRXSOHGZLWK³EXWVFLHQFHDOVRLQIOXHQFHGUHOLJLRXVWKRXJKWLQGLUHFWO\E\FDOOLQJ
SKLORVRSKLFDODVVXPSWLRQVLQWRTXHVWLRQ«´ (Ibid). Even though one knows where he is coming 
from and he indeed explains this to us (primarily the question of heliocentrism v geocentrism) 
the fact that he even refers to 17th FHQWXU\µQDWXUDOSKLORVRSK\¶DVµVFLHQFH¶VKRZVKLVODFNRI
knowledge as to the complex history of science and religion. A further problem lies in the fact 
WKDWKH EHOLHYHV WKDW E\VWDWLQJ WKDW ³WKHVH FKDSWHUV RIKLVWRULFDO EDFNJURXQG GR QRW WU\ WR
describe all the complex factors in the growth of modern thought in either science or religiRQ´ 
(Ibid) that he is exempt from pursuing (even in brief) these pertinent issues.  However this in 
itself is not surprising because Barbour is not a historian or sociologist for that matter. That is 
to say that if he was, it is more likely he would see the pertinence of these issues and be aware 
of the myriad of difficulties with the integration of science and religion in the first place. Not 
to mention he would be more keenly aware of the problems associated with putting such 
complex phenomena in such neat and tidy categories.  
With that said, perhaps I am being a bit unfair as it has been pointed out above there is a great 
deal of merit to be found within this type of scholarship, it is also relatively apparent that many 
                                                        
6 see examples presented earlier in this chapter as to why this may be the case  
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academics within this field of stuG\ ILQG %DUERXU¶V W\SRORJLHV TXLWH YDOXDEOH DV LV
demonstrated above), but one could perhaps take Barbour and others with more credence if 
they were a bit more honest with what they were trying to accomplish with their work. That is 
to say that instead of insisting that they are providing us with better ways to approach the 
VFLHQFHUHOLJLRQUHODWLRQVKLSWKURXJKRWKHUV¶YLHZVPDLQO\WKDWWKH\VSHFLI\WKDWZKDWWKH\
are truly doing is finding better ways to harmonise science and Christianity (and modern 
Christianity at that); whilst staying true and sticking very closely to their religious (primarily 
Christian and therefore often bias) heritage as we have seen in earlier examples. The 
unfortunate fact is that they are perhaps not even aware of the fact that they are coming from 
such a value-laden position (one only needs to open a Polkinghorne (1995, 1996) text to see 
this) even though to the outsider their choice of method and inability seems to suggest 
otherwise. With that said and despite this problematic oversight it seems evident through their 
unfaltering optimism that they are altruistic in their intentions and honestly believe that they 
DUHSURYLGLQJµZHVWHUQ¶VRFLHW\ZLWKDUHDOPHDQVWRRYHUFRPHWKHPDQ\SUREOHPVDVVRFLDWHG
with science and religion and to help the two live in harmony regardless of cultural background 
and diversity.   
$IWHUDOO%DUERXUSUHVHQWVXVZLWKH[SODQDWLRQVWKDWVD\MXVWWKDW³+RZHYHUPDQ\SHRSOHWRGD\
DUHVHHNLQJDPRUHFRQVWUXFWLYHSDUWQHUVKLS«>WKH\@DUHDZDUHRIWKHOLPLWations of their field 
and do not claim to hold all of the answers. They hold that we can learn from each other. Some 
theologians are reformulating traditional ideas of God and human nature, taking the findings 
of science into account while trying to be faithful to the central message of their religious 
KHULWDJH´%DUERXU[LL,WLVFOHDUO\REYLRXVIURPDJUHDWGHDORIWKHHYLGHQFHWKXVIDU
SUHVHQWHG WKDW%DUERXU¶V W\SRORJLHVDUHTXLWHSRSXODUSULPDULO\EHFDXVHKH LV UHSUHVHQWLQJ
many different views on the science and religion debate. That said, it must be noted that like 
Stenmark, Barbour believes that two of his models are more appropriate and helpful in 
trawling through the murky waters of the science/religion relationship and representing these 
two fields fairly, so to speak; these models are the Integration and Dialogue models. In regards 
to these he writes:  
In summary I believe that Dialogue and Integration are more promising ways to bring scientific 
and religious insights together than either Conflict or Independence. In responding to the 
problems presented by the monarchical model of God, I find exciting new possibilities in the 
use of specific ideas in recent science to conceive of God as designer and sustainer of a self-
RUJDQL]LQJSURFHVVDQGDVFRPPXQLFDWRU\RILQIRUPDWLRQ«,DPDZDUHWKDWDVLQJOHFRKHUHQW
set of philosophical categories may not do justice to the rich diversity of human experience 
(Barbour 2000, 180)  
  
/HW¶VQRWHWKHSUREOHPVZLWKWKLVDERYHH[FHUSWE\SRVLQJDTXHVWLRQ7KRXJKZHFDQVHHZKHUH
Barbour is coming from in many respects, and that is to demonstrate the insights on science 
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and religion and presenting us with what he believes is the most viable way to do this, what is 
the point of these categorisations? In other words, what does it add to the mix? Perhaps a 
better way to approach this question is to look at what it does add, at least what can be gathered 
IURP%DUERXU¶VSHUVSHFWLYHDQ\ZD\)RUDVWDUWLWSUHVHQWVXVZLWKDQXPEHURIZD\VLQZKLFK
we should understand our relationship with God; how others understand their relationship 
with God and science; how God is connected to the creation of the universe; how God is not 
RQO\µGHVLJQHU¶EXWµVXVWDLQHU¶RIWKHXQLYHUVHDQGODVWO\EXWQRWOHDVWKRZVFLHQFHLVDZD\WR
worship God and prove through its insight that God does exist (in a strange 20th century 
theistic fashion). So, with that said, it provides us with a great deal of information on how 
RWKHUVYLHZ*RGDQGVFLHQFH)XUWKHUPRUHLWFDQEHDUJXHGWKDWLQXQGHUVWDQGLQJRWKHUV¶YLHZV
on the matter (that is on science and religion) these views can validate and also justify our own 
thoughts on the science/religion relationship especially if we are of the view that science and 
religion are harmonious and compatible.   
Problems? Primarily the focus on an obviously Christian God. It must be noted that the focus 
on the Christian GoGFOHDUO\UHIOHFWV%DUERXU¶VRZQIHHOLQJVDQGSRVLWLRQRQPDWWHUVRIKLVRZQ
faith; after all he perfectly fits the demographic that we spoke of early. Therefore it is not 
surprising that there is such a connection to the Christian God and science in his work. As a 
position, it is all well and good and makes perfect, logical sense, especially if you are of a 
Christian persuasion so to speak, but it also raises endless problems if you are not Christian; 
primarily the approach loses all of its validity, credence and significance. Not to mention if you 
are not Christian (and sadly even if you are) these views may come across as being rather 
pretentious as it assumes that there is only one God, and that science is linked to that God and 
his creation of the universe (forget hers or theirs). In other words this view completely and 
XWWHUO\GLVUHJDUGVDQ\RWKHUFUHDWRU¶VFUHDWRUV¶ LQIOXHQFHRQWKHXQLYHUVHRUIRUWKDWPDWWHU
RWKHUV¶EHOLHIVRIXQLYHUVDOFUHDWLRQDQGZHKDYHQRWHYHQEHJXQWRDSSURDFKVFLHQFH¶VLPSDFt 
on other religions). It must also be noted that the more these glaring problems with 
categorisations are ignored, the greater the threat of them being used inappropriately. It is 
then only a matter of time before the entire debate finds itself drowning in a sea of unopposed 
and false views; based primarily on the fallacy that the Dialogue and Integration models, 
µLQFOXVLYLVP¶RUIRUWKDWPDWWHUWKHµUHFRQFLOLDWLRQ¶PRGHOVFDQEHDSSOLHGWRDOOUHOLJLRQV1RW
to mention it supports fears that there is a major bias at work here, and emphasises an 
additional worrying factor; that is that the term religion is used dangerously loosely and 
incorrectly in this form of scholarship.   
That is not to say that Barbour does not clarify the point that he is taking. He does tells us that 
he is looking at these issues through a primarily Christian lens (although he does not use these 
words exactly), nor can it be said that others like Ward, Peacocke, and Paul Davies are not 
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aware of this bias in one way or another. However, even with the best of intentions, problems 
arise when these individuals inject and project their hugely value-laden western opinions and 
ideals on non-Western traditions. One such culprit who uses terms, concepts and his own 
ideals too loosely in his scholarship is Polkinghorne (although he appears to have the best 
intentions) who seems predisposed to and in agreement with Barbour, that the integration and 
GLDORJXHPRGHOVFDQEHXQLYHUVDOO\DSSOLHGWRWKHUHVWRIWKHZRUOGVµUHOLJLRQV¶RUDVKHOLNHV
tRUHIHUWRWKHPRQPRUHWKDQRQHRFFDVLRQDV³KLVWRULF IDLWK WUDGLWLRQV´3RONLQJKRUQH
1996). Though a poetic and rather flowery term I am still uncertain as to what he means by 
µKLVWRULFIDLWKWUDGLWLRQ¶3OXVKLVXVHRIWKHZRUG³IDLWK´LQWKLVFRQWHxt is also quite troubling 
(Ibid); especially as Cantwell Smith and Dubuisson are quite quick to point out that the word 
µIDLWK¶ LV SULPDULO\ D &KULVWLDQ FRQVWUXFW WKDW LQ PDQ\ ZD\V H[SUHVVHV D XQLTXH ZHVWHUQ
mentality (as is pointed out in Chapter One of this thesis). For instance, when referring to 
%DUERXU¶VPRGHOVKHEHOLHYHVWKDWWKHEHVWZD\RIGHDOLQJZLWKWKHSUREOHPVDVVRFLDWHGZLWK
µUHOLJLRXV GLYHUVLW\¶ LV LQ XVLQJ WKH LGHD EHKLQG µLQFOXVLYLVP¶ '¶&RVWD¶V FRQFHSW PHQWLRQHG
earlier in this chapter) ZKLFKKHEHOLHYHVGUDZVSDUDOOHOVWR%DUERXU¶V3OXUDOLVWLF'LDORJXH,Q




KRZHYHU 3RONLQJKRUQH VHHPV FRQYLQFHG WKDW µLQFOXVLYLVP¶ LV Whe lynch pin, so to speak, in 
introducing these views to other traditions.  
An additional problem that arises when categorising particular views of science and religion, 
and in many ways this goes hand-and-KDQGZLWK%DUERXU¶VFKRLFHRIGHPRJUDSKLFLVWKDW we 
find individuals like Polkinghorne primarily occupying camps of like-minded individuals, 
meaning that there is really no outlet for debate or criticism. After all, how can one truly argue 
LQDQDFDGHPLFVHWWLQJWKDWRQH¶VRSLQLRQRQPDWWHUVUHODWLQJWR a yet-to-be-proven-to exist-
transcendent-being like god and his relationship to science is academically relevant or viable, 
for that matter, unless of course we were looking at this in a more sociological context or a 
history of ideas settings, in which case thoughts on matters relating to certain phenomenon 
become much more viable and relevant academically. Sadly, that is not what our experts like 
Polkinghorne, Barbour, Peacocke, and Ward (among others) are doing. In a somewhat 
ridiculous analogy what the\DUHµGHEDWLQJ¶LVDNLQWRSHRSOHDUJXLQJLQDQDFDGHPLFVHWWLQJ
who is a better Wizard, Dumbledore or Gandalf. On a more serious note I think it is fairer and 
DOVR PRUH DFDGHPLFDOO\ YLDEOH WR JR ZLWK 'L[RQ¶V YLHZ ZKHQ KH VWDWHV WKDW ³GHEDWHV DERXW
science and religion are, on the face of it, about the intellectual compatibility and 
incompatibility of some particular religious belief [mainly Christianity added by author] with 




ways would be a more credible approach to take. They are more interested in pointing out what 
views, or for that matter whose views, are better for relating science and religion. In light of 
that, I think that Gandalf is a greater wizard than Dumbledore because he was/is a Maiar and 
therefore a virtual god (which is equally superfluous).    
As we have seen thus far, any real form of debate at least in regards to these methods and views 
are notably unrepresented in this field of study; to the point that even calling this the 
science/religion debate is oxymoronic, as there is no real debate present, only a forum of like-
minded individuals presenting different views on particular matters pertaining to a subject 
WKDWWKH\DUHSDVVLRQDWHDERXW'L[RQVD\VLWEHVWZKHQKHVWDWHVWKDW³ZKDWDUHVFLHQFHUHOLJLRQ
debates actually about?²LV WKDW WKH\ DUH DERXW WKHVH LVVXHV RI LQWHOOHFWXDO FRPSDWLELOLW\´
(Dixon 2008, 4). The problem with surrounding oneself with like-minded individuals and no 
real peer review is that it becomes increasingly more difficult to see your own biases as well as 
ignorance on a particular issue, and then one finds oneself living in a delusional world 
EHOLHYLQJWKDWRQH¶VZRUNLVDFDGHPLFDOO\FUHGLEOH:KHQWKHXQIRUWXQDWHUHDOLW\LVWKDWRQH
of the only plausible reasons that scholarship such as this and many we have looked at in this 
µGHEDWH¶DUHDFFHSWHGLVEHFDXVHLQWKHVWKHVHZHUH fresh and relatively innovative ideas, 
yes, but primarily because people are not questioning academic integrity; because many of 
WKHVHVFKRODUVDUHNQRZQWUXVWHGDQGGLVWLQJXLVKHG:KDW¶VPRUHLVWKDWWKHVHVFKRODUVDUH
primarily surrounded by like-minded individuals who harbour the same biases and value-
laden western ideologies as they do. This sad fact is evidenced in a statement presented by 
Polkinghorne on the ideas of his peers (all of whom we have looked at previously):   
«DJUHHLQVHHLQJWKHLUWDVN as concerned with the construction of a comprehensive and unified 
view of reality, within which both theology and science are contained and are able to interact 
ZLWKHDFKRWKHU«DOOWKUHHDXWKRUVDJUHHWKDWVFLHQFHDQGWKHRORJ\DUHLQGLVSHQVLEOHSDUWQHUV
together with other forms of human inquiry such as aesthetics and ethics, in the even-handed 
evaluation of all levels of the explorations of reality an in a search for a unified account of 
resulting human knowledge (Polkinghorne 1996, 11 and 12)  
That is not to say that all individuals within this area of study are oblivious to their biases and 
ideologies. For one Peacocke, who despite his belief that all religions lead to the same outcome 
God (which in itself is hugely one sided not to mention pretentious and incredibly westernized 
view) he at least has the decency to mention his shortcomings as a Westerner. He writes that 
³D:HVWHUQZULWHUVHHNLQJWRLQWHUSUHWWKHUHOLJLRXVH[SHULHQFHRIKXPDQEHLQJVWRD:HVWHUQ
readership could do best with reference to WKHLUFRPPRQ&KULVWLDQLQKHULWDQFH«EXWLQQRZD\
is this meant to imply that other non-Christian religions cannot be a path to the reality which 
LVDV,VKDOODUJXH*RG´3HDFRFNH:LWKWKDWVDLGLWGRHVQRWVWRSWKHPIURPPDNLQJ
huge suppositions regarding science and religion, as is demonstrated in the example above 
where Peacocke believes that all paths lead to God. With that said others seems completely 
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oblivious to their short-sightedness. For instance Polkinghorne seems completely unaware of 
the problems that can arise from viewing and also reducing a complex phenomenon like 
science and religion to something that can be understood and integrated into all religions. To 
the extent that he believes that we are all speaking about the same God (well at least Muslims 
and Jews are). In regards to other religions, even though he strongly believes that many of his 
FRQFHSWVFDQHDVLO\WUDQVODWHWRRWKHUµUHOLJLRXVWUDGLWLRQV¶KHIUHHO\DGPLWVWKDWKHILQGVWKHLU
EHOLHIVµH[WUHPHDQGSHUSOH[LQJ¶3RONLQJhorne 1996, 61). His ignorance becomes fairly evident 
HVSHFLDOO\WRWKRVHYHUVHGLQ%XGGKLVPDQG+LQGXLVPE\KLVFRPPHQWWKDW³ZHQHHGWRDVN
RXU FROOHDJXHV IURP WKH +LQGX DQG %XGGKLVP WUDGLWLRQ«ZLWK WKHLU WDON RI WKH SODFH
of«(illusion), how they see thesH>OHVVUHDOLVW@PDWWHUV´3RONLQJKRUQHEHFDXVHWKH
concept of illusion is not that simple to comprehend, not to mention the same for all traditions 
involved. He makes his ignorance further known when he comments on the fact that he has 
found it helpful, when understanding other traditions, to look at those authors that are open-
minded but articulate these ideas into a Christian understanding.  
They are surely all speaking about the same god, but they do so with very different voices. When 
we come to the religions of East Asia, the contrast become much more extreme and 
SHUSOH[LQJ«7KHZULWHUV,KDYHIRXQGPRVWKHOSIXODUHWKRVHZKRDSSURDFKWKHRWKHUUHOLJLRQV
with a sympathetic openness, which is nevertheless rooted in a clearly articulated Christian 
understanding. I must hold to the truth of my heritage: The Christian hope lies not in the 
attainment of non-GHVLUHEXWLQWKHSXULILFDWLRQWKDWOHDVWWRULJKWGHVLUH« (Polkinghorne 1996, 
61; 1996 185-190)  
The scientist, describing a physical reality that is profoundly rational and whose evolving 
IUXLWIXOQHVVKDVGHSHQGHGXSRQDQDQWKURSLFµILQHWXQLQJ¶RIWKHIDEULFRIWKHXQLYHUVHLVJLYLQJ
an account of a world that is readily consonant with the religious traditions of the Middle East, 
which share a realise understanding of a created universe. We need to ask our colleagues from 
the Hindu and Buddhism traditions, which to occidentals seem to take a less realist view with 
their talk of the place of maya (illusion), how they see these matters (Ibid 1996, 62).  
  
Moreover, he seems completely unfazed by his very western views on the matter of such things, 
HYHQKLVXVHRIµRFFLGHQWDOV¶KDVLPSHULDOLVWLFXQGHUWRQHVWKRXJKWKHVHDUHPHUHO\SURMHFWVRI
the thoughts of a man of his time). With that said, Barbour himself is also quite in favour of 
the idea that these categorisations are universally relevant (at least in his later works) and do 
in many ways apply to all religions in one way or another.  This is evidenced by a paragraph 
that appears and then later reappears in a later work (it must be noted that this is virtually the 
VDPHSDUDJUDSK LQ%DUERXUDQG³$OOPRGHOVDUH OLPLWHGDQGSDUWLDODQGQRQH
gives a complete or adequate picture of reality. The world is diverse and differing aspects of it 
PD\EHEHWWHUUHSUHVHQWHGE\RQHPRGHOWKDQDQRWKHU´%DUERXU%DUERXU
180). With that said however he too [Barbour] had his worries about problems that can arise 
DSSO\LQJWKHVHPRGHOVWRDOOUHOLJLRQVZKHUHKHZULWHVWKDW³7KHHPHUJHQFH of consensus in 
religions seems an unrealizable goal. There are differences in cultural context which are 
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intertwined with religious beliefs; hopefully any future global civilization will preserve 
considerable cultural diversity, and with it, religious plXUDOLVP´ %DUERXU   ,W LV
almost regrettable that his later works moved away from the idea that these categorisations 
were inapplicable to all belief systems, to the more inaccurate observation that they applied to 
VRPHEXWQRWDOOµUHOLJLRQV¶Hspecially when reality tells a very different story. That is that these 
categorisations are only useful when referring to science and Christianity, not science and non-
Western belief systems.    
  
 Speak To Me As To Thy Thinking's, As Thou Dost Ruminate: Thoughts 
and Ruminations 
I have and would further suggest that such ruminations as well as major generalisations do 
not belong in academia, especially if they are entirely focused on God (and the Christian God 
at that) this seems more suitable for a forum RQWKHRORJ\DQGSKLORVRSK\QRWDVRQHRIWKHµWHQ
FRPPDQGPHQWV¶RIWKHVFLHQFHUHOLJLRQGHEDWHDQGDPRGHOWKDWVRPDQ\LQGLYLGXDOVZLWKLQ
WKLVILHOGVZHDUE\7KRXJKRQHFDQVD\WKDW%DUERXU¶VSXUSRVHPD\KDYHEHHQWRILQGDEHWWHU




said however, it is striking that such untestable and obviously biased views are accepted within 
academia as a credible method for dealing with a relationship as colourful, historical and 
complex as science and religion without questioning the glaring problems associated with 
these views. Especially as Barbour is basing all of his ideas on two models that represent 
nothing more than two idealistic opinions on how to make science and religion work. Opinions 
that are not based on fact but that are based primarily on interpretative beliefs. This is only 
compounded by another rather pretentious quote by Barbour that suggests, although 
SRHWLFDOO\WKDWHYHU\RQH¶VUHODWLRQVKip with God is different and therefore should be accepted. 
He writes that:  
7KHZRUOGLVGLYHUVH«7KHSXUVXLWRIFRKHUHQFHPXVWQRWOHDGXVWRQHJOHFWVXFKGLIIHUHQFHV,Q
addition, the use of diverse models can keep us from the idolatry that occurs when we take any 
one model of God too literally. Only in worship can we acknowledge the mystery of God and the 
SUHWHQVLRQVRIDQ\V\VWHPRIWKRXJKWFODLPLQJWRKDYHPDSSHGRXW*RG¶VZD\V%DUERXU
332).   
  
This bias and subjectivity is indeed a problem. The reason for this is because it makes us 
painfully aware of not only the internal problems associated with this form of scholarship but 
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also the external. What is meant by this is that because this is a relatively popular field of study 
there is a great deal that is overlooked, almost recklessly for the sake of popularity, or so it 
seems; like the disregard of proper research methods and practices. That is to say that so much 
of what we are left with in this field takes on the guise of popular opinion rather than works of 
decent academic scholarship.   
To illustrate this let us return back to Polkinghorne. I noted in the previous section that much 
of his work, especially his later works, related to science and religion, are more like 
ruminations rather than scholastic and testable hypotheses; what is meant by this was that 
these ruminations are nothing more than his opinions on matters relating to science, theology 
and God, yet despite the fact that they come across as nothing more than his opinions, these 
were published from the Gifford lectures, which is in essence is a very prestigious lecture 
series. The Gifford Lecture hosts are so certain of their prestige that they are happy to suggest 
LQELJEROGOHWWHUVRQWKHLUVLWH³7KH*LIIRUG/HFWXUHV2YHU<HDrs of Renowned Lectures 
RQ1DWXUDO7KHRORJ\´DGGLQJWKDW³7KHSUHVWLJLRXV«*LIIRUG/HFWXUHUVKDYHEHHQUHFRJQL]HG
as pre-HPLQHQW WKLQNHUV LQ WKHLU UHVSHFWLYH ILHOGV´ (www.giffordlectures.org/overview.asp 
accessed by author September 25th 2013).  
The question to ask here is how constructive is this form of scholarship, especially if it is 
primarily interested in presenting the views of people without actually questioning these 
methods or the relevance of said views, such examples are the myriad of different approaches 
WKDWKDYHEHHQSUHVHQWHGWKURXJKRXWWKLVFKDSWHUOLNH6WHQPDUNDQG%DUERXU¶VIRUH[DPSOH
As has been demonstrated we see the same type of lackadaisical scholarship presented by 
many scholars within the study of religion. I suggested that one of the possible reasons for this 
was due to the lack of criticism as well as the immense popularity of the subject area.  With 
WKDWEHLQJ WKHFDVH3RONLQJKRUQH¶V WKRXJKWVRQ OLIH WKHXQLYHUVHDQGHYHU\WKLQJZHUHVWLOO
accepted by them [Gifford] as a legitimate, not to mention prestigious, form of scholarship. 
This is worrying, yet one cannot help to ask the question why? How can we even open a field 
of study to something that is based primarily on objects of opinion rather than properly 
evidenced and structured data and hypotheses? I am not suggesting that the same methods of 
verification apply to the sciences as they do to the social sciences and humanities, but in order 
for something to be a credible and reliable form of scholarship it needs to follow and should 
follow specific rules of engagement. That is not to say that some form of subjectivity is not 
required or for that matter encouraged for certain projects. For instance Drapuea illustrates 
how if one is careful, subjectivity may pose as a benefit in certain areas of study, his area being 
Psychology. For instance he draws on an example in his 2002 article that uses such a method. 
However with that said he is also keenly aware of the difficulties with such an approach and 
quite willing to share his concerns with the reader. He writes that:  
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Subjectivity in research is a topic that has led more than once to much discussion and to 
PDQ\GHEDWHV«2QWKHRWKHUKDQGPDQ\UHVHDUFKHUVVXJJHVWPDNLQJXVHRIVXEMHFWLYLW\
and drawing on one's inner experience in order to better understand the subject of a 
study. For them, distancing themselves from the subject through the use of standardized 
or semi-VWDQGDUGL]HGPHWKRGVRQO\NHHSVWKHVXEMHFW«DWDGLVWDQFH8QIRUWXQDWHO\VXFK
attempts also present certain risks such as projection on behalf of the researcher, 
limitations due to the researcher's own blind spots, and a sometimes unclear 
demarcation between what belongs to subjectivity and what belongs to delusions«,DOVR
believe, however, that subjectivity can stand -per se- in the way of "truth", or at least 
throw findings off track. As such, it must also be penetrated as much as possible. The 
study of subjectivity can then give the researcher better leverage in order to understand 
the object of his study. This last point, combined with efforts to triangulate the findings, 
can only be considered as a postmodern perspective where rhetoric is replaced by 
demonstration. (Drapeau 2002, www.nova.edu/sss/QR/QR7-3/drapeau.html)  
If one were to approach a project using this method of inquiry, it is evident in the above that 
they would have to be keenly aware of a number of problems associated with this form of 
scholarship and the effect that this may have on the credibility of his/her research. Primarily, 
the researcher needs to be honest to his/her audience, objects of study, and him/herself. In 
other words we must continually mark ourselves and be very aware of our own biases and how 
they may affect our research and our outcomes (it becomes more evident by the work that we 
have looked at above that this was not the case). To elaborate, Drapeau informs us of some 
difficulties that may be encountered by the researcher that decides to take up this mantel so to 
VSHDN+HUHIHUVWRKRZVXEMHFWLYLW\PD\EHOLQNHGWR µGHIHQFHPHFKDQLVPV¶DQGPD\FDXVH
problems for the researcher because it blinds him to a number of core principles that a 
researcher should abide by. For example, he names a number of potential problems that could 
VHUYLFH VXFK DV ³UHIXVLQJ WR DFNQRZOHGJH VRPH DVSHFW RI H[WHUQDO UHDOLW\ RU H[SHULHQFH´
³'LVSODFHPHQWXVHGLQRUGHUWRGHDOZLWKFRQIOLFWVE\JHQHUDOL]LQJRUUHGLUHFWLQJDIHHOLQJRU
WKRXJKW RQWR DQRWKHU OHVV WKUHDWHQLQJ REMHFW´ ³,QWHOOHFWXDOLVDWLRQ WKURXJK ZKLFK DQ
individual deals with conflicts, thoughts or feelings by the excessive use of abstract or 
JHQHUDOL]HG WKLQNLQJ´ DQG ³SURMHFWLRQ´--this idea of dealing with conflicts by falsely 
attributing feelings and thoughts to others. Furthermore he notes that such subjectivity can 
influence our worNWRWKHH[WHQWWKDW³ZKDWZHILQGPD\EHQRWKLQJPRUHWKDQZKDWwe were 
specifically ORRNLQJIRUVRPHWLPHVZLWKRXWHYHQNQRZLQJLW´,ELG:HFDQVHHDQXPEHU
of these problems demonstrated by the scholars we have looked at thus far.7   
This being the case the question that should be posed is does this form of subjectivity belong 
in the science/religion debate? McCutcheon seems to think otherwise. For instance he has this 
WR VD\ DERXW WKLV IRUP RI GLVFRXUVH +H ZULWHV WKDW ³$OWKRXJK WKH sui generis claim makes 
                                                        
7 )RULQVWDQFH³SURMHFWLRQ´VHHPVWREHRQHRIWKHFRUHSUREOHPVWKDWLVFRQWLQXDOO\UHVXUIDFLQJLQWKLVVFKRODUVKLS
We have already pointed out (in the previous section) that many of our scholars like Polkinghorne and Barbour 
for instance believe that their very Christian understanding of religion and how they relate this to science is 
FRPSDWLEOHZLWKDOOµUHOLJLRQV¶7KRXJK this is not perhaps exactly what Drapeau has in mind when he writes about 
the extent of subjectivity, the fact that they are under this impression shows at least some level of subjectivity.      
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possible an autonomous discourse, complete with the benefits and the authority of its 
practitioners--complete with the privilege of their socio-political claims--it does so in a non-
criticizable, non-public, non-testable fashion, thereby ensuring that the standards or evidence 
and falsification that operate in much of the university have little bearing on the study of 
religion" (McCutcheon xi, 1997). The most surprising outcome here is the fact that many 
individuals that follow this method of discourse seem to be scientists (at least in the 
science/religion debate). Some of them, like Dawkins, even though they argue that science is 
the right and appropriate method of inquiry because tests are at the heart of this method, are 
still keen to make general, unprovable and untestable assumptions relating to science and 
religion, and expect (for reasons better known to themselves) that this is satisfactory. Why is 
that? Perhaps this is related to what McCutcheon and others have to say about the sui generis 
understanding of religion. That is to say that because religion has been viewed like this for a 
YHU\ ORQJ WLPH DQG LW LV DQ DFFHSWHG XQGHUVWDQGLQJ RI µUHOLJLRQ¶ DW DQ DFDGHPLF OHYHO
individuals believe that they can take liberties when relaWLQJ VFLHQFH WR UHOLJLRQ ZLWK µQR
TXHVWLRQV DVNHG¶ 7KLV LV RI FRXUVH DQ XQIRUWXQDWH SUREOHP DQG WKH SRVLWLRQ WKDW ZH ILQG
ourselves in especially when looking at these categorisations in close detail, is that we become 
aware of the discrepancies that appear widely throughout the science/religion debate. Not only 
are they things that have already been mentioned but we start having to ask the question, what 
are they basing all of this categorisation on? Nothing more than a manufactured and often 
inaccurate understanding of the phenomena they are dealing with.  Therefore it is important 
that we tackle these extensive problems by coming up with a better and more fruitful way of 
approaching the relationship between science and religion.     
  
Out of the Frying-Pan into the Fire 
All of the problems that we have looked at are unfortunate ones; from the superfluous points 
that they focus on (like thoughts rather than facts) to the primary focus on Western belief 
without any real consideration for other cultures. TKLVRIFRXUVHUDQJHVWROXPSLQJDOORWKHUV¶
beliefs under the same umbrella as Christianity, and believing that the way in which they relate 
science and religion extends beyond the West, without any regard to the complex phenomena 
like science and religion that they are dealing with. Though it has been pointed out that this is 
unlikely to be done consciously, the fact that it is done and overlooked to such an extent is in 
itself a problem. It is however only through looking at these categorisations in close detail that 
we become aware of these discrepancies and others that appear widely throughout the 
science/religion debate.   
However, when we think that we have covered most of the problems with this form of 
scholarship another problem rears its ugly head, so to speak. That is that we need to ask the 
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question: when the science/religion scholars that we have looked at are categorising these 
YLHZV DQG VLQJOLQJ RXW WKRVH WKDW DUH ³PRUH SURPLVLQJ«WR EULQJ VFLHQWLILF DQG UHOLJLRXV
LQVLJKWVWRJHWKHU´%DUERXU, 179), what are they basing these assumptions on?  In other 
words, what definitions, out of the thousands out there, are they using to define these 
parameters? To any versed student in religious studies this is, in many ways, a redundant 
question, in the sense that one with a grounding in this area would know that there are a 
myriad of varying definitions of religion, and therefore to use one or two (or if we are being 
generous perhaps ten) to base these approaches on is in itself highly problematic and 
questionable. Not only does it demonstrates a lack of understanding of the subject matter in 
hand, and reduces religion to a couple of set definitions, but it demonstrates that these ideas 




a great amount of detail in an earlier section); ergo the fact that the individuals that we have 
looked at base a great deal of their work on one or two definitions of religion should raise alarm 
bells, and in many ways should indicate the inherent flaws that make up this form of 
scholarshLS,QPDQ\ZD\VWKLVµtell-tale VLJQ¶VKRXOGSURYLGHXVZLWKWKHHYLGHQFHZHQHHGWR
suspect that something is wrong with this scholarship even before we begin to dissect the other 
major problems with it. Though we have already looked at ideas associated with the definition 
of religion and spent a great deal of time dealing with this in an earlier section it is important 
to raise it as a point here. Therefore, let us look at a few problematic definitions to show the 
underlying problems that await us in regards to the definition of religion (especially when 
dealing with the science/religion relationship).   
A very good example of this misinterpretation or for that matter misunderstanding of the 
definition of religion can be found in Barbour. For instance in his Introduction to Religion and 
Science Barbour takes the approach to what a religion is, so to speak, he writes that:  
A religious tradition is not just a set of intellectual beliefs or abstract ideas. It is a way of life for 
its members. Every religious community has its distinctive forms of individual experience, 
communal ritual and ethical concerns. Above all, religion aims at the transformation of 
personal life, particularly by liberation from self-centeredness through commitment to a more 
inclusive center of devotion. Yet each of these patterns of life and practice presuppose a 
structure of shared beliefs (Barbour 1998, xiii)  
It is interesting to note how Barbour conceptualises religion; from him we get the 
XQGHUVWDQGLQJWKDWLWLVµDZD\RIOLIH¶LW LVWLHGLQZLWKµLQGLYLGXDOH[SHULHQFH¶LWDOVRKDVLWVRZQ
µULWXDOV¶DQG µHWKLFDOFRQFHUQV¶:LWKWKDWVDLGWKLVGHILQLWLRQLVDOOZHOODQGJRRGLI\RXDUH
sticking with a specific set of criteria as to what a religion is, if one can even say that; and may 
even pose as quite a legitimate thing to do if the researcher is ready to point out (unlike 
119  
  
Barbour) that there are a myriad of different definitions that one could potentially use instead, 
whilst also pointing out why, out of all of the other definitiRQV µRXW WKHUH¶ WKH\ FKRVH WKLV
specific set of definitions as parameters. Unfortunately, as we can see here and elsewhere in 
the other works that we have looked at, there is no such indicator, nor do any of our experts 
seem to be aware of the fact that there are other definitions of religion. They are merely basing 
their assumptions on what Christianity is and banking on the fact that their audience will also 
share their very westernized Christian views on the matter.   
However there are also other problems that arise, when individuals like Barbour use only one 
specific set of criteria to base an entire thesis on. For instance, returning back to an example I 
used earlier in this thesis this criteria can also, in many ways, relate to a number of social 
activities. One such example is the sport (Martial Arts) of Kendo. As was mentioned in an 
HDUOLHU FKDSWHU ZKHQ \RX HQWHU WKH GRMR EHIRUH WUDLQLQJ RQH PXVW IROORZ D VHW µULWXDO¶ WKLV
includes bowing to shomen at the start of class then he sits down in seiza (which is a traditional 
Japanese sitting positions) and enters mRNXVŮ (a form of meditation one performs before 
training in order to clear the mind), and the ritual repeats itself at the close of the practice. 
)XUWKHUPRUHDJUHDWGHDORIWKLVµHWLTXHWWH¶DQGµULWXDO¶LVEDVHGRQDPRGHUQXQGHUVWDQGLQJ
and representation of the Bushido8 SKLORVRSK\D µZD\RI OLIH¶VRWRVSHDN6RZKDWZHKDYH
represented here in a non-µUHOLJLRXV¶DFWLYLW\LIZHFDQHYHQFDOOLWWKDWDUHDOORIWKHHOHPHQWV
that Barbour asVRFLDWHVZLWKUHOLJLRQµULWXDO¶µLQGLYLGXDOH[SHULHQFH¶µDZD\RIOLIH¶DQGQRWWR
mention if individuals take the Bushido philosophy to heart and accept it in their training, then 
DOVRµWKHOLEHUDWLRQIURPVHOI-centeredness through a commitment to a more inclusive center 
RIGHYRWLRQ¶,ELGLQWKLVFDVHWKH%XVKLGRSKLORVRSK\DQGWKH0DUWLDO$UW,QFHUWDLQUHVSHFWV
Barbour is correct in his assumption that science does not follow much of the criteria 
mentioned above; however, I would argue neither dRHVµUHOLJLRQ¶RULQWKLVFDVHRI%DUERXU¶V
DUJXPHQWµ&KULVWLDQLW\¶ILWWKHVHFULWHULDH[FOXVLYHO\DVLVFOHDUO\GHPRQVWUDWHGE\WKHH[DPSOH
above.   
Therefore, how can one base an entire thesis and method of approach on criteria that are not 
exclusive WRµUHOLJLRQ¶"7KH\FDQQRW7KDWLVQRWWRVD\WKDWWKHVHDUHWKHRQO\GHILQLWLRQVWKDW
Barbour uses in his works, but suffice it to say, as has been demonstrated early, the majority 
of these assumptions are based on the western understanding of what a religion ought to be 
not the complex phenomenon that it actually is. These assumptions are then taken by Barbour 
as a means to see how religion can fit into a scientific world that is not concerned with such 
                                                        
8 According to Inoza Nitobe Bushido he roughly rendered BushLGRWRPHDQ&KLYDOU\«ZKDWKHGHVFULEHGDV³WKH\
ZD\VZKLFKILJKWLQJQREOHVVKRXOGREVHUYHLQWKHLUGDLO\OLIHDVZHOODVLQWKHLUYRFDWLRQLQDZRUOGWKH³3UHFHSWVRI







with the example thus provided, how is this any less outlandish than stating that I am setting 
RXWWRZULWHDWKHVLVRQ³«WKHSODFHRI.HQGRLQDQDJHRIVFLHQFH´"$IWHUDOO.HQGRILWVDOOWKH
FULWHULDRI%DUERXU¶VµUHOLJLRQ¶ 
As we can see in the Barbour example above, his idea of religious traditions is based not only 
RQPRUDOEHOLHIVEXWWKDWUHOLJLRQHVSHFLDOO\&KULVWLDQLW\LVDOODERXW³DWRWDOZD\RIOLIHDQGLW
encouraged personal transformation and rHRULHQWDWLRQ´ ,ELG [LY 7KLV LV D YHU\ SRSXODU
understanding of religion that appears in many books associated with science/religion; but it 
must be noted that this is once again only one set example of a definition of religion, so to 
speak. As we have sHHQWKHFRQFHSWVDQGLGHDVEHKLQGWKHSKHQRPHQRQWKDWLVµUHOLJLRQ¶LVD
µYLUWXDOPLQGILHOG¶EDVHGRQPXFKVXSSRVLWLRQUDWKHUWKDQKDUGFRUHHYLGHQFH)RULQVWDQFH
we have seen many illustrations of this in the previous examples, but for a further idea as to 
how many of these assumptions are based on a very functionalist understanding of religion (as 
the bequeather of all moral values and teachings) we can take another look at Lynch. Lynch 
provides us with this description of some functionalist definitions of religion:  
«UHOLJLRQSURYLGHVSHRSOHZLWKDQH[SHULHQFHRIFRPPXQLW\DQGELQGVSHRSOHLQWRDVRFLDORUGHU
RIVKDUHGEHOLHIVDQGYDOXHVWKDWSURYLGHVDVWUXFWXUHIRUWKHLUHYHUGD\OLYHV«UHOLJLRQSURYLGHV 
                                                                                                                                                                                     
«teachings of Confucius were the most prolific source of Bushido. His enunciation of the five moral 
UHODWLRQVKLS«DQGworldly wise character of his politico-ethical precepts was particularly well suited to 
WKHVDPXUDL´http://www.gutenberg.org/files/12096/12096-h/12096-h.htm#BUSHIDO accessed by 
author October 30th 2013)  
  




We can see at least three, if not more, of these criteria illustrated in the Barbour examples 
above. However with that said as has been covered in chapter one, these are only one set of 
examples that fit this functionalist criteria. It is however not only %DUERXUWKDWµIDOOVIRXO¶RI
such assumptions. Let us turn once again to Polkinghorne who writes that:  
«UHOLJLRXVEHOLHILVGLIIHUHQWIURPVFLHQWLILFEHOLHI«WKHUHIRUHLWKDVFRQVHTXHQFHVQRWRQO\IRU
what we understand but also for how we behave. It involves practice and obedience as well as 
XQGHUVWDQGLQJ ,Q WKDWVHQVHUHOLJLRXV EHOLHI LV PRUH OLNHPRUDOEHOLHI WKDQVFLHQWLILFEHOLHI´
(Polkinghorne 1995, 2).   
  
One can see where he is coming from, and that is if one follows set criteria as to what the 
function of religion is then science will not (in this instance) provide one with such values and 
teachings. However, as in the Kendo example above moral teachings are not only found in 
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µUHOLJLRQ¶EXWLQRWKHUDFWLYLWLHVDVZHOO+RZHYHUWKLVGRHVSUHVHQWXs with another conundrum, 
VRWRVSHDNDQGWKDWLVWKHDVVXPHGFRQQHFWLRQEHWZHHQµPRUDOLW\¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶DVLVSDUWRI
the Lynch explanation on the previous page). This very functionalist assumption that 
morality=religion seems to be rife in the science/religion debate especially when finding ways 
to demonstrate that science and religion do not relate. Interestingly enough (although not 
surprisingly) this relationship takes on another life in the words of  
Dawkins. As is expected, Dawkins takes a slightly different approach on morality in an age of 
µDWKHLVP¶,QSURPRWLQJKLVQHZERRNAn Appetite for Wonder he suggests that   
The very idea that we get a moral compass from religion is horrible. Not only should we not get 
our moral compass from religion, aVDPDWWHURI IDFWZHGRQ¶W:HVKRXOGQ¶WEHFDXVH LI\RX
DFWXDOO\ORRNDWWKHELEOHRUWKH.RUDQDQGJHW\RXUPRUDOFRPSDVVIURPWKHUHLW¶VKRUULEOH± 
stoning people to death, stoning people for breaking the Sabbath.  
1RZRIFRXUVHZHGRQ¶WGRWKDWDQ\PRUHEXWWKHUHDVRQZHGRQ¶WGRLWLVWKDWZHSLFNRXWWKRVH
YHUVHVRIWKHELEOHWKDWZHOLNHDQGUHMHFWWKRVHYHUVHVZHGRQ¶WOLNH:KDWFULWHULDGRZHXVHWR
pick out the good ones and reject the bad ones? Non-biblical criteria, non-religious criteria. The 








As he seems to be retaliating against those like Barbour, Polkinghorne and others who believe 
WKDWUHOLJLRQLVWKHGLUHFWUHDVRQIRUWKHFUHDWLRQRIDµPRUDOFRPSDVV¶ZKHQWKLVLVE\QRPHDQV
the case.  Morality is a very complex phenomenon that is difficult to pinpoint to any set 
progenitor, so to speak. That is not to say that in the west Christianity has not had an impact 
RQRXUµPRUDOFRPSDVV¶EXW,ZRXOGDUJXHWKDWUHOLJLRQGRHVQRWHTXDOPRUDOLW\,QRWKHUZRUGV
like many of the concepts we have been looking at in this thesis, the concept of morality is also 
a very complex phenomenon that is coloured by many other factors like, biology, society and 
psychological makeup, to name only a few; therefore all of these things play a significant role 
in patterning our morality. There is a great deal of research done on this subject and its 
correlation to other factors. This is being done in a number of fields, ranging from philosophy 
to psychology. Patricia Churchland gives us an idea as to how many different scientific 
disciplines are taking up the mantel so to speak:   
The phenomenon of moral values, hitherto so puzzling is not less so. Not entirely clear, just less 
puzzling. By drawing on converging new data from neuroscience, evolutionary biology, 
experimental psychology, and genetics, and given a philosophical framework consilient with 
those data, we can new meaningfully approach the question of where values come from 
(Churchland 2011, 3).   
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To support this, Harris gives us an example of what possible factors could play a role in the 
formation of moral obligation:  
I will argue, however that the question about values²DERXW PHDQLQJ PRUDOLW\ DQG OLIH¶V
purpose²are really questions about the well-being of conscious creatures. Values, therefore 
translate into facts that can be scientifically understood: regarding positive and negative social 
emotions, retributive impulses, the effects of specific laws and social institutions on human 
UHODWLRQVKLSVWKHQHXURSK\VLRORJ\RIKDSSLQHVVDQGVXIIHULQJ« (Harris 2010, 2).  
  
Equally it is as problematic to suggest that religion has no iPSDFWRQPRUDOLW\RULQ'DZNLQV¶
FDVHWKLQNLQJWKDW³WKHYHU\LGHD«LVKRUULEOH´DVLWLVWRRVXJJHVWWKDWPRUDOLW\LVRQO\IRXQG
in religion and therefore can be used to show a huge disparity between science and religion. 
Furthermore, in regards to morality and science I would argue that there are a number of 
VFLHQWLVWVWKDWIHHOWKDWWKURXJKVFLHQFHWKH\DUHLQPDQ\ZD\VGRLQJ*RG¶VZRUN)RULQVWDQFH
$OEHUW(LQVWHLQVWDWHVWKDW³*RGFDQEHFRQFHLYHGWKURXJKWKHµUDWLRQDOLW\RULQWHOOLJLELOLW\¶RI
the worOGZKLFK OLHVEHKLQGDOOVFLHQWLILFZRUNRIKLJKHURUGHU´-DPPHU7KLV LV
further proven by the fact that it is a recurring, and often popular theme, in a number of the 
books within this field of study that we have looked at, especially if they happen to be written 
by theologians-cum-scientists (which many of them are). With that said, there must also be 
scientists in many fields who stick to a strict moral code of practice and who will not deviate 
from these views. Even if this was not the case and all scientists were immoral (which they are 
QRW ZK\ PXVW PRUDOLW\ HTXDO µUHOLJLRQ¶" ,W LV DEVXUG WR VXJJHVW WKDW RQH FDQQRW EH PRUDO
without being religious. For instance, a vegan who has very strict morals as to why he/she will 
not eat meat can still be an atheist.  
What the evidence above suggests is that it is false and also problematic to assume that religion 
follows only specific set definitions, especially if these definitions are based on complex 
cultural phenomenon themselves (which they most often are).  Therefore, to suggest that 
science is different from religion because of the claim that religion is about a way of life and is 
something that teaches us morality, when science is not, is a false and illogical premise and 
therefore should not purely be used as a means to differentiate between science and religion 
with the hope of then integrating the two. This is a counter-productive/counterintuitive and 
also a highly unnecessary process.   
In light of the evidence we have looked at thus far I would argue that these methods are the 
wrong approach, for a variety of different reasons. For one, they are based on age old and 
LQFRUUHFWDVVXPSWLRQVDVWRZKDWDµUHOLJLRQ¶DFWXDOO\LV7KH\GLVUHJDUGWKHIDFWWKDWWKH\DUH
basing a great deal of their opinions on rather western ideals, and make the mistake of not 
being fully aware or compos of other non-western culture and beliefs; but are intent on 
subjecting these beliefs to primarily Christian perspectives. On top of this, and in spite of the 
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fact that many of the individuals that we have looked at claim that they are trying to find a 
plausible means of connecting and integrating science and religion, we have discovered that 
this is by no means the case because most of the criteria they are using to formulate their 
assumptions are based on misleading notions. Nor are these associations done very well; as 
many of these scholars tend to ignore the complexities of the history of science and religion, 
and are intent on seeing these two things as static and definite concepts, rather than dynamic 
and fluid.  
I would suggest that if we are intent on finding more out about the science/religion debate it 
is important to look at different approaches, those that primarily add something to our 
understanding of how the two are related, rather than those based on idealistic notions as to 
how this relationship appears to be. However what the majority of them have in common (if 
WKH\ DUHQ¶W UXPLQDWLRQV ZKLFK WKH\ RIWHQ DUH LV WR ILQG D ZD\ WR D GHPRQVWUDWH WKH
compatibility between science and religion by illustrating things about them that are similar 
LHWZRGLIIHUHQWZD\VRIXQGHUVWDQGLQJµ*RG¶V¶XQLYHUVHEWRLOOXVWUDWHWKHEHVWYLHZVDQG
approaches to take when looking at the relationship between science and religion; by providing 
XVZLWKRWKHUV¶YLHZVRQWKHPDWWHUFSURSRVLQJDFRQQHFWLRQEHWZHHQWKHWZRWKDWDOWKRXJK
appears to be incredibly seductive is most often than not disguising a clever form of rhetoric, 
most of which, it must be added, even though demonstrated as being of great interest to the 
academic community are not of any great academic significance or value; at least not in the 
way that scholars would like them to be, or for that matter in the way that they are being 
presented. That is to say that what they are NOT doing is providing us with a better 
understanding of the complexities associated with this form of relationship, or providing us 
with a decent method for dealing with such complex questions.  
However, that is not to say that all of the literature out there, related to this debate, is so 
intrinsically flawed. We have already familiarised ourselves with the work of Harrison (2006, 
1990) and Brooke (1991) who look at the complex history between science and religion, and 
we have discovered through their work that there is a great deal more to this relationship then 
RWKHUV¶YLHZVRQWKHPDWWHUPXFKRIZKLFKKDVEHHQFRYHUHGWKHNH\EHLQJWKDWWKH\DUHYHU\
meticulous in pointing out that there is more to their relationship than we make it out to be in 
the 21st century (as we have seen). They do this by drawing on many cases from history and 
demonstrating how not to read anachronistically into the past when it comes to science and 
religion, and provide us with better ways of dealing with these problems. For instance, Brooke 
SRLQWVRXWWKDWZHVKRXOGWKLQNRIWKH³KLJKGHJUHHRIDUWLILFLDOLW\LQDEVWUDFWLQJWKHVFLHQFH
DQGUHOLJLRQLQHDUOLHUFHQWXULHV´%URRNHZKHUHDV+DUULVRQSRLQWVRXWWKDWEHFDXVH
of this clouded past there is ³QHHGIRUVHULRXVUHYLVLRQRIFRPPRQDSSURDFKHVWRWKLVLVVXH´
(Harrison 2006, 81). Despite the different ways in which they express their opinions on the 
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matter, they both seem to suggest and illustrate the many problems associated with our 
misunderstanding of the complexity of the issue, and we can see many of these problems 
reflected in the scholars who are key players in the science/religion debate (as demonstrated 
above).  
Putting Harrison and Brooke aside for a moment, there is also other literature out there that 
deals a bit more adequately with the science/religion relationship; though it is few and far 
between. Perhaps one of the reasons for this is due to the fact that they are not as mainstream 
and popular in academic circles as the others we have looked at. Two such works are Margaret 
:HUWKHLP¶V 3\WKDJRUDV¶V 7URXVHUV as well as The Edge of Reason edited by Alex Bentley. 
These works are crucial in providing us with other more practical means of successfully 
understanding the science/religion relationship. With that said, after we have looked at these 
pieces I will conclude with my own thoughts on another approach that could perhaps also be 
useful in helping one to come to terms with this relationship; especially if we are to think of 
these two things as complex cultural phenomena as is presented by King and the many other 
scholars we have looked at.  
What makes The Edge of Reason a more efficient text for approaching the problems with this 
relationship is the many different angles of approach it takes when looking at the 
science/religion relationship. It presents us with the work of many experts from a number of 
different academic fields, from anthropology, to sociology, to neurobiology. It includes the 
work of individuals such as: Alex Bentley, John Hedley Brooke, Lewis Wolpert, David Sloan 
Wilson, and Andrew Newberg to name a few. Furthermore, it is not wholly concerned with 
opinions on the matter of science and religion; although there are a few essays that do take 
this approach most notably Wilson¶V ³:K\5LFKDUG'DZNLQV LVZURQJDERXW UHOLJLRQ´DQG
.DZDQDPL¶V³%XGGKLVP,VWKHUHEHWWHUEDODQFHLQWKH(DVW"´1RULVLWLQWHUHVWHGLQILQGLQJD
ZD\ WR UHODWHVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQDW OHDVWQRW LQ WKH FRQYHQWLRQDOZD\ WKDWRXU µ%DUERXUV¶
µ:DUGV¶ DQG µ3RONLQJKRUQHV¶ VHHP WR SUHVHQW 7KH RYHUDOO SLHFH LV PRUH LQWHUHVWHG LQ
familiarising the reader with different methods that are being carried out in different fields of 
study to understand the complex relationship between science and religion. Some of these 
PHWKRGV LQFOXGHXVLQJQHXURSV\FKRORJ\ WRXQGHUVWDQG³ZK\ZHDUHJRRG´6ODFN WR
TXHVWLRQVDVNLQJ³LVUHOLJLRQLQHYLWDEOH´WKURXJKXVLQJDUFKDHRORJ\0LWKHQ0DQ\RI
these approaches are presenting the reader with more scientific methodologies for dealing 
with the question of religion in society, therefore demonstrating a more indirect correlation 
between science and religion. What it is not, is the same old apologetic approaches that we see 
elsewhere in this field of study. It must be noted that texts such as The Cambridge Companion 
to Science and Religion and also The Oxford Handbook of Religion and Science (2008) do a 
passable job at demonstrating other approaches that are taken in this field of study, and in 
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many ways The Oxford Handbook goes a step further by demonstrating other contributions to 
science and religion from other fields of study like ecology and psychology as illustrated in 
6XVDQ3RZHU%UDWWRQ¶V³(FRORJ\DQG5HOLJLRQ´DQG5D\PRQG)3DORXW]LDQ¶V³3V\FKRORJ\7KH
Human Science, DQG5HOLJLRQ´$VPDQ\RIWKHHVVD\VLQLW are mainly concerned with: a) either 
complementary approaches to this subject area that are focused on a general misconception 
of what a religion is; b) reconciling science and religion; c) or as seems to be a popular theme 
in many of these texts, illustrating similarities between scientific findings and religious belief, 
we are in many ways left with the same old story but slightly hidden behind a newer and 
glossier finish.   
Another interesting take on the scienFHUHOLJLRQ UHODWLRQVKLS LV :HUWKHLP¶V 3\WKDJRUDV¶V
Trousers. )RUWKHPRVWSDUWZKDW:HUWKHLP¶VZRUNVHHPVWRFRYHUXQOLNHPDQ\RIWKHZRUNV
we have looked at thus far, is this idea that the relationship between science and religion is 
forever evolving, aQGWKDWLWLVQRWDVVLPSOHDVVXJJHVWLQJWKDWVRPHRQH¶VLQWHUSUHWDWLYHDQG
RIWHQGHEDWDEOHLGHDVDERXWZKDWµPDNHVXS¶RUVKRXOGµPDNHXS¶WKLVUHODWLRQVKLSLVHYLGHQFH
HQRXJKWRPDNHXVWKLQNGLIIHUHQWO\DERXWLW+HUDLPLVDVIROORZVWR³WUDFHWKHULVe of physics 
LQ:HVWHUQFXOWXUHDVDUHOLJLRXVO\LQVSLUHGHQWHUSULVH´:HUWKHLPVRPHWKLQJVKHGRHV
quite effectively and successfully in the pages of her book. She does this by focusing on the 
history of physics and Christianity and demonstrates a very complex but also linear 
relationship that the two seem to have enjoyed through the ages; whilst drawing out the 
strange influences that science and religion may have had on one another. She does this by 
locating specific events and people in history who have influenced both physics and 
Christianity in the West and focuses on the history of these events. She does not suppose that 
a specific (static) relationship existed between the two (one that we have seen to be often 
SRUWUD\HG«DWOHDVWXQWLOWKHIDOlacy of War between the two came to pass) but presents clear 
examples and evidence of a fluid and evolutionary relationship.   
Furthermore, Wertheim firmly believes that both science and religion were two activities that 
in many ways have had a very similar role to play in helping humanity understand where it is 
locating in a vast cosmic scheme. In many respects what she is proposing is that the two have 
evolved in tandem, doing virtually the same activity but going about it in slightly different ways 
she writes that:  
Both modern science and Christianity are, in essence, different attempts to locate humanity in 
a wider cosmic scheme. Where they differ is in what they believe that scheme to constitute. In 
medieval Christianity the cosmic scheme was primarily a spiritual setting; in modern physics 
it has been purely physical. (Wertheim 1997, 6).  
  
But as historians, philosophers, and sociologists of science have discovered in the last few 
decades, science--like all other human activities--is shaped by social and cultural forces. The 
evolution of physics is neither inevitable nor inexorable, but depends upon culturally 




Another element that she believes that they share and one that may not be entirely suspected 
is the lack of women in science (her focus primarily is physics) which she suggests parallels 
WKH DEVHQFH RI IHPDOH SULHVWV LQ &DWKROLFLVP VKH ZULWHV WKDW ³, VXJJHVW KRZHYHU WKDW WKLV
SULHVWO\FRQFHSWLRQRIWKHSK\VLFLVWFRQWLQXHVWRVHUYHDVDSRZHUFXOWXUDOREVWDFOHWRZRPHQ´
(Ibid, 12). Though her observation is an interesting one what is of most interesting here is the 
parallel that she draws between priests and physicists, as it in many ways illustrates at least 
one connection that individuals in the 21st century may have of the science/religion 
relationship. She demonstrates this very well as she draws on an example of Einstein. She 
writes:   
In recent years Einstein himself had come to be seen as the embodiment of the scientist as 
high priest. His cosmological theory, his eminently quotable remarks about God, and his 
enigmatic statements about the process of science itself have been woven together to create a 
public persona of the physicist as religious mystic--an image he was the first to encourage. 
(Ibid, 186).   
  
  
Though the above in many ways is still focused on science and its relation to Christianity, 
which in many ways is illustrated through the parallel Wertheim draws between physicists and 
the priesthood (invoking a rather Catholic framework), she is in many ways doing something 
slightly different than our theologian-cum-scientists. Instead of relating science and religion 
through ephemeral concepts and definitions she is taking a direct, not to mention physical, 
example and showing a plausible correlation between the two (the priest and the physicist). 
This in many ways is a more valid comparison because it does not rely on   ephemerals; that is 
to say that we know there are Catholic priests and there are physicists, we can see these things, 
we can touch them (to some extent) and we know that they exist and we are aware of the roles 
that they play. The only real subjectivity at play here is whether or not both of these individuals 
or others see them as performing similar roles; and if we are curious we can investigate, 
because we are dealing with measurable variables.   
Furthermore, what is quite good about this work is her overall focus and approach. The author, 
unlike many of the ones we have looked at thus far, is not in denial about where she is going 
with her work. In other words, she informs us that she is looking at the complex historical 
UHODWLRQVKLSEHWZHHQµUHOLJLRQ¶DQGSK\VLFVDQGKRZLWKDVHYROYHGRYHUWLPH6KHLVDOVRTXLWH
RSHQWRDGPLWWKDWWKHµUHOLJLRQ¶WKDWVKHIRFXVHVRQLV&KULVWLDQLW\UDWKHUWKDQKROGLQJRQWR
what seems to be the generalised consensus KHOGE\RWKHUµH[SHUWV¶LQWKLVILHOGWKLVLGHDWKDW
the relationship between science and religion somehow seems to transcend cultures and other 
religions. What we have learned through the work of individuals like Harrison (1990, 2006) 
and Brooke (1991), not to mention Wertheim (1997) who demonstrates this quite successfully, 
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is that this relationship is very uniquely western, and therefore belongs to, and in, a western 
DUHQD,QPDQ\ZD\VWKLVLVZKDWRXUH[SHUWVDUHVXSSRUWLQJZKHQWKH\XQLQWHQWLRQDOO\µbrush 
RII¶ RWKHU UHOLJLRQV DV VRPHWKLQJ WKH\ DUH QRW TXDOLILHG WR comment on. That is to say that 
perhaps one of the reasons why they cannot find a decent correlation between science and 
non-ZHVWHUQµUHOLJLRQV¶LVQRWEHFDXVHWKH\DUHµXQTXDOLILHG¶RUWKDW they do not want to (even 
though this may be the case) but because this science/religion relationship (as has been 
pointed out in an earlier section) is primarily a western construct.   
  
    
Chapter Three: Fractal Dimensions  
The Virtual Parallel: A case study of transhumanism 
We have familiarised ourselves with a number of approaches taken in order to better 
understand the science/religion relationship. Though we have found many of them to be quite 
fallible and in many ways unaccommodating in helping us to determine the complexities of 
this relationship, we have found a few that are more suitable for this task. For instance, 
Margaret Wertheim provides us with a very in depth and intensive historiographical account 
of the evolution of physics, and demonstrDWHVLWVUDWKHUIOXLGKLVWRU\6KHZULWHVWKDW³«WKH
SRLQWRIWKLVERRNLVWRWUDFHWKHKLVWRU\RIZHVWHUQFXOWXUH¶VDWWHPSWVWRGHVFULEHWKHZRUOGLQ
mathematical terms---a goal that, since the seventeenth century has been the hallmark of the 
science knRZQDV³SK\VLFV´´:HUWKHLP[YLL:HUWKHLPOHDYHVXVLQYHU\OLWWOHGRXEWRI
the complexities of its history, and she does so in spite of the fact that she is looking at this 
account from a very different and somewhat popular perspective. That is that she focusses 
mainly on female scientists and their contributions to the field of physics (Wertheim, 1995).     
If anything has been learned from this assessment it is that many experts within this field, 
apart from individuals like Wertheim and a handful of others like King, Asad, Dubuisson, and 
Fitzgerald (who we have looked at quite extensively in this thesis), do not represent the 
complex relationship between science and religion adequately enough. I am referring to 
individuals like Barbour, Polkinghorne, Dawkins, Peacocke and Crick who regardless of how 
SURPLQHQWWKH\DUHLQWKHLUILHOGVRIH[SHUWLVHVHHPWR µPLVVWKHPDUN¶RQWKHFRPSOH[LWLHV
associated with science/religion phenomena (which are covered in chapters one and two of 
this thesis). Nonetheless, their rather inadequate and somewhat antiquated representations of 
these phenomena are in many ways beneficial to our own understanding of science and 
religion as they provide us with examples of approaches that one should avoid when dealing 
with the cultural complexities associated with said phenomena. One such approach that seems 
to be wrongfully suggested, time and again, is that world religions are represented as similar 
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to Christianity, as the work of Polkinghorne has shown. Ergo, when the compatibility of the 
phenomena is being applied it is so only because of the adoption of a contrived and distorted 
Western bias.  
What is however learned from these approaches is that there is a great deal more involved in 
properly understanding science and religion than merely the opinions and hearsay of these so 
FDOOHGµH[SHUWV¶)XUWKHUPRUHDQGSHUKDSVPRUHLPSRUWDQWO\ZKDWWKH\LOOXVWUDWHWRXVLVWKDW
we cannot define religion adequately enough to say in one way or another how, or how it does 
not, comparH WR VFLHQFHRU IRU WKDWPDWWHUZKDWGHILQLWLRQVRUDSSURDFKHV WR µUHOLJLRQ¶DUH
better suited when making this comparison. The reason for this is because of its rather 
ephemeral nature.  That said, we have become very much aware of the fact that they are both 
complex cultural phenomena that have a vast, multifaceted, and often linear history; a history 
that primarily belongs to the west. So to think that we understand this relationship completely 
is also somewhat misguided, and something that we, as researchers, should do our best to 
protect against.  
With that said, it must be noted that the more helpful methods that we have looked at, namely, 
the rather historiographical and sociological accounts of science and religion as presented by 
Wertheim above, and others in previous chapters, are not the only ways in which we can 
understand this relationship. I propose that the relationship between science/religion can be 
better understood if we look at some of the ripples that these phenomena have left in their 
wake in the late 20th century, especially in more pop-cultural circles. For instance, we see these 
two phenomena represented in movements like Evolutionary Enlightenment9, and in TV, film, 
and videogames. This is not only representative of how they appeal to a more popular 
audience, but provides us with an insight into how these phenomena are represented in the 
21st century, and how they have been integrated into our Western cultural activities. For 
LQVWDQFH WKH FRQFHSW RI µUHOLJLRQ¶ LQ YLGHRJDPHV LV FRYHUHd quite expansively in Rachel 
:DJQHU¶VGodwired (Wagner, 2012); and a further example of the popularity of these concepts 
and their movement into the mainstream can be seen in the debate between TV personality 
Bill Nye and creationist Ken Ham which took place in early February 2014, a dialogue that 
argued the validity of Creationism as a model for the origin of the universe 
(https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=z6kgvhG3AkI accessed by author February 2014 21:14). 
                                                        
9 According to one source, Evolutionary (QOLJKWHQPHQW ³presents an authentic spiritual innovation, a 
comprehensive philosophy, path, and practice forged through more than two decades of transformative spiritual 
ZRUN« QRWKLQJOHVVWKDQµWKHIRXUWHHQ-billion-year epic of our cosmic evolution²a vast perspective that enhances 
and enlarges to almost infinite proportions our sense of the significance of what it PHDQV WR EH KXPDQ´( 




These examples provide us with an understanding of how religion is being addressed in a world 
dominated by technology and science, these are perhaps not the best examples for illustrating 
how our misunderstanding and misrepresentation of the history of these phenomena affected 
our view of science/religion in the 21st century. For that we will concentrate on a relatively 
PRGHUQµVFLHQWLILFPRYHPHQW¶NQRZQDVWUDQVKXPDQLVPZKLFKDVZLOOEHLOOXVWUDWHGEHORZ
encompasses the many problems associated with the misinterpretation of religion and science 
DVDUHVXOWRIDUDWKHUDQDFKURQLVWLFDQGLQFRUUHFWLQWHUSUHWDWLRQRIµHQOLJKWHQPHQWWKRXJKW¶ 
Transhumanism, as a case-study, should provide us with a better understanding of how these 
two phenomena are understood in the 21st century, and may give us an idea of one evolutionary 
trajectory they may have taken;   as relying purely on the hearsay and opinions of supposed 
experts in the field has proven to be somewhat unsatisfactory in getting to the root of the 
SUREOHPVDVVRFLDWHGZLWKWKHVHSKHQRPHQD$IWHUDOO:LOIUHG&DQWZHOO6PLWKVWDWHGWKDW³7KH
world is in flux, and we know it. Like other aspects of human life, the religious aspect too is 
VHHQ«HYROYLQJLQSURFHVV´6mith 3, 1962).  If this is indeed the case, which this thesis has 
been addressing, then would it not be safe to assume that the relationship between science and 
religion is also in flux or more accurately evolving? If Smith is indeed correct in his assessment 
then evidence of the evolution of this fluid dynamic should be apparent in the 21st century. 
Could this evolution be found in the cultural/intellectual movement known as 
transhumanism? So why transhumanism? What is the connection?  
There are a number of reasons for choosing this movement as opposed to others. For one, it 
seems to encompass many of the problems associated with the wrongful categorisation and 
definition of religion. As we will see, much of the premise for rejecting religion and its 
connection to transhumanism is based on an incorrect post-Enlightenment construction of 
religion (King 1999, 11). Two, it provides us with an interesting representation of how our 
wrongful interpretations of the science/religion coupling can lead to negative reactions to 
religion in the 21st century especially in relation to science and technology. Thirdly, even 
WKRXJK WUDQVKXPDQLVP LV VWURQJO\ DGYRFDWHG DV D ³VFLHQWLILF PRYHPHQW´ E\ PDQ\
transhumanists (as we will see) it has been interpreted as a religion by Richard Geraci, who 
set out to prove this in his 2010 Apocalyptic AI. The fact that a movement such as this can be 
adamantly championed as a scientific movement that is completely divorced from religion, 
DQG LQ WKH µVDPH EUHDWK¶ WKHRULVHG DV D UHOLJLRQ GHPRnstrates serious glitches in our 
understanding of religion in the 21st century.   
7KRXJKWKHWHUPLWVHOIKDVLQWKHZRUGVRI0D[0RUH³EHHQFRLQHGLQGHSHQGHQWO\PXOWLSOH
WLPHV DOWKRXJK QRW QHFHVVDULO\ ZLWK SUHFLVHO\ WKH VDPH PHDQLQJ´ 0RUH   0RUH 




between its use now and in the Divine Comedy was that Dante used it as a term of a spiritual 
and religious significance rather than the loosely defined philosophical meaning that it carries 
ZLWKLWWRGD\,QWKHZRUGVRI1LFN%RVWURPWKLVORRVHµSKLORVRSKLFDO¶PHDQLQJLVEDVLFDOO\WKH
EHOLHIWKDW³«FXUUHQWKXPDQQDWXUHLVLPSURYDEle through the use of applied science and other 
UDWLRQDO PHWKRGV´ %RVWURP    :KDW ZH JDWKHU IURP 0RUH LV WKDW WKH WHUP
transhumanism has had a vast, varying, and evolving history. This becomes even more evident 
in the brief summary that he provides us of its history:   
76 (OLRW¶V XVH RI ³WUDQVKXPDQL]HG´ LQ KLV  The Cocktail Party LV DERXW ³LOOXPLQDWLRQ´
UDWKHU WKDQ WHFKQRORJLFDOO\ PHGLDWHG WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ $ FORVHU ILW LV -XOLDQ +X[OH\¶V EULHI
FKDSWHU³WUDQVKXPDQLVP´LQKLVERRNNew Bottles For New Wine. He used it to mean 
³PDLQUHPDLQLQJPDLQEXWWUDQVFHQGLQJKLPVHOIE\UHDOL]LQJQHZSRVVLELOLWLHVRIDQGIRUKLV
KXPDQ QDWXUH´ +H GLG QRW KRZHYHU GHYHORS WKLV HYROXWLRQDU\ YLHZ LQWR D SKLORVRSKLFDO
SRVLWLRQ«0RUH 
With that said, we can get an even better rundown of its colourful history through the works 
of Tirosh-Samuelson who writes that:  
«LW ZDV IXUWKHU GHYHORSHG LQ WKH V HVSHFLDOO\ DPRQJ WKH VR-called Red Scientists of 
Cambridge University, who deeply believed in the capacity of science and technology to improve 
the human condition [H.G. Wells a close friend of Julian Huxley was among one of these 
YLVLRQDULHV@«LQWKHVQHZRSWLPLVWLFIXWXULVWLFVFHQDULRVDERXWKXPDQLW\ZHUHDUWLFXODWHG
by science fiction writers suFKDV$UWKXU&&ODUNH ,VDDF$VLPRY«ZKRVSHFXODWHGDERYHWKH
QHZWUDQVKXPDQIXWXUH«)HUHLGRXQ0(IDQGLDU\>ODWHUUHQDPLQJKLPVHOI)0@«EHJDQWR
identify transhumans as persons who behave in a manner conducive to a posthuman 
IXWXUH«RWKHU IDPRXVVFLHQWLIic visionaries and technoutopians such as Ray Kurzweil, Eric K 
'UH[OHU)UDQN37LSOHUDQG+DQV0RUDYHF«RIIHUHGDQDSRFDO\SWLFYLHZ«UHIHUUHGWRDV³WKH
VLQJXODULW\´ZLOOEULQJDQHQGWRKXPDQH[LVWHQFHXVKHULQJLQVWHDGDQDXWRQRPRXVDUWLILFLDOO\
intelliJHQWVSHFLHVWKDWZLOOEHLQFRPSHWLWLRQZLWKKXPDQLW\«7LURVK-Samuelson 2011, 21-23)  
  
More writes that even though FM-2030 developed a set of transhumanist ideas in 1972 that 
played with the idea that humans would eventually transcend to a post human state, the 
movement known today as transhumanism did not come into existence until the 1990s. More 
credits himself with labelling this new philosophy in 1990 with his essay titled 
³7UDQVKXPDQLVP7RZDUGVD)XWXULVW3KLORVRSK\´0RUHDQG+HZULWHVWKDW³WKH
WHUP ZDV LQWURGXFHG H[SOLFLWO\ WR ODEHO D GHOLEHUDWHO\ WUDQVKXPDQLVW SKLORVRSK\´ ,ELG 
7KRXJKWKLVPD\VRXQGDVWKRXJK0RUHLVµWRRWLQJKLVRZQKRUQ¶VRWRVSHDNWKLVLVEDFNHG
up by Tirosh-6DPXHOVRQZKRVWDWHVWKDW³LQWKHVSKLORVopher Max More formalized a 
WUDQVKXPDQLVWGRFWULQHDGYRFDWLQJWKHµSULQFLSOHRIH[WURS\¶IRUFRQWLQXRXVO\LPSURYLQJWKH
KXPDQFRQGLWLRQ´7LURVK-Samuelson 2011, 23).  
1RZEHLQJVRPHZKDWPRUH IDPLOLDUZLWK WKHKLVWRU\RI WKH WUDQVKXPDQLVW µPRYHPHQW¶RQH
gaLQVDFOHDUHULGHDDVWRZKDWLWDFWXDOO\LV7KRXJK0RUHXVHVERWKµSKLORVRSK\¶DQGµFXOWXUDO
DFWLYLW\¶LQKLVGHILQLWLRQRIWUDQVKXPDQLVP0RUHUHIHUULQJWRLWDVDµSKLORVRSK\¶LV
problematic in itself. The reason for this is that the categor\ µSKLORVRSK\¶ LV KLJKO\
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interpretative, rather complex, and ambiguous with multiple definitions and meanings 
GHSHQGHQWRQZKRRUZKDWLGHDVRQHKDVRILW,QPDQ\ZD\VLWLVVLPLODUWRGHILQLQJµUHOLJLRQ¶
which we have previously demonstrated as also highly challenging. Therefore, for the purpose 
RI RXU DUJXPHQW ZH ZLOO UHIHU WR LW DV D µFXOWXUDO DFWLYLW\¶ DV LW LV HDVLHU WR XQGHUVWDQG
transhumanism in this way, especially as it appears to be built on many science/religion 
foundations. After all, More suggests that this form of understanding would not have been 
PDGHSRVVLEOHZLWKRXW WKHELUWKRI WKHVFLHQWLILFPHWKRG+HZULWHV WKDW³WKHUHDOL]DWLRQRI
transhumanist goals²or perhaps even the full articulation of the philosophy²would not be 
possible beforHWKHGHYHORSPHQWDQGXVHRIWKHVFLHQWLILFPHWKRG´0RUH 
His reasoning for this, though perhaps slightly misplaced (as we know that the history of 
science is much more complex than he makes it out to be) is that he believes that because the 
scientific method gave rise to empirical study and what appears to be a more advanced or 
SHUKDSVPRUHDFFXUDWHO\µHYROYHGVWDWHRIPLQG¶DOWKRXJKLWPXVWEHQRWHGWKDWKHGRHVQRW
state this himself) that this form of thinking about the future and technology fuelled thoughts 
on proto- WUDQVKXPDQLVP +H XVHV DQ H[FHUSW IURP 0DUTXLV GH &RQGRUFHW¶V Sketch for a 
Historical Picture of Progress of the Human Mind (1795) to emphasise his point (More 2013, 
10). With that said, it must be noted that this excerpt is somewhat interpretative and does not 
RQO\PHQWLRQµVFLHQFH¶EXWWKHµDUWV¶DVEHLQJPRWLYDWRUVRIVXFKWKRXJKWVergo as an example 
of early transhumanist thought it is a rather weak point. Furthermore, to refer to de 
&RQGRUFHW¶VVWDWHPHQWDVµWUDQVKXPDQLVWLF¶HVSHFLDOO\DVLWZDVZULWWHQLQWKHODWHth century, 
is quite anachronistic in itself (More 2013, 10). Though one can see where More is coming from 
it must be noted that his take on Enlightenment thought and its tacit connection to 
transhumanism is also highly interpretive. This is especially the case in light of the evidence 
presented earlier in this thesis that pointed to the problems associated with our rather 
DQDFKURQLVWLFDQGPLVLQIRUPHGXQGHUVWDQGLQJRIWKHµ(QOLJKWHQPHQW¶ 
However, every movement must have its origins and transhumanism is no exception.  That is 
to say that having a connection to Enlightenment thought, which to many is the start of 
progressive thoughts and ideas regardless of how erroneous, provides the movement with the 
credibility that it longs for in the eyes of the scientific community, or so transhumanists would 
like to believe. This need and desire for transhumanists to feel a part of a rich scientific 
tradition is supported by the fact that they try desperately to disassociate themselves (or so it 
seems) from what they deem as an illogical and archaic understanding of the universe, 
µUHOLJLRQ¶7KRXJKWKLVFDQQRWEHVDLGIRUHYHU\WUDQVKXPDQLVWDV0RUHKLPVHOIVWDWHVWKDW³WKH
content of some religious beliefs is easier to reconcile with transhumanism than the content of 
RWKHUV´ 0RUH   PDLQO\ SRLQWLQJ RXW 0RUPRQ DQG %XGGKLVW EHOLHIV DV WZR WKDW DUH
reconcilable; one gets the impression regardless of how deliberate it may or may not be, that 
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some transhumanists go out of their way to find the means to distance themselves from 
religion.  
A plausible reason for this may be that a tie to science brings it more credibility and authority 
in the eyes of their judging peers; whereas having a connection to religion may have the 
opposite effect. Roughly speaking, associating transhumanism with religion may discredit 
their ideas as mere myth and science-fiction. To illustrate the conscious disassociation of 
religion from transhumanism, let us look at another example presented by Nick Bostrom:   
Transhumanism is a loosely defined movement that has developed gradually over the past 
decades and can be viewed as an outgrowth of secular humanism and the Enlightenment. It 
holds that current human nature is improvable through the use of applied science and other 
rational methods, which may make it possible to increase human health span, extend our 
intellectual and physical capabilities, and give us increased control over our own mental states 
and moods. Technologies of concern include not only current ones, like genetic engineering and 
information technology, but also anticipated future developments such as fully immersive 
virtual reality, machine-phase nanotechnology, and artificial intelligence. (Bostrom 2011, 55)   
  
1RWH%RVWURP¶VHPSKDVLVRQWKHIDFW that transhumanism is a rational method that grew out 
of the Enlightenment; and though he states that it holds to the belief that humans can improve 
WKHLUOLIHDQGH[LVWHQFHWKLVLPSURYHPHQWLVGRZQWRWKHµDSSOLHGVFLHQFHV¶DQGSXUHO\KXPDQ
activity. There is no mention of the help or guidance of a higher supernatural power. Instead, 
these methods of betterment are down to purely human ingenuity, brought about through the 
innovativeness and rationale of Enlightenment thought and humanist ideals.  However, this is 
only one definition of transhumanism. What we find in others, like those presented by Max 
More (1990, 2011, 2013) and Russell Blackford (2011, 2013) is that the lines between 
transhumanism and religion become slightly less demarcated, and at times appear to be quite 
ambiguous. This is better explained More who writes that transhumanism:  
...is a life philosophy, an intellectual and cultural movement, and an area of study. In referring 
to it as a life philosophy, the 1990 definition places transhumanism in the company of complex 
worldviews such as secular humanism and Confucianism that have practical implications for 
our lives without basing themselves on any supernatural or physically transcendent belief 
(More 2013, 4)   
There are two points that must be addressed here. Though we get no indication from Bostrom 
WKDWWKLV LVDFWXDOO\D µSKLORVRSK\RI OLIH¶RU IRUWKDWPDWWHUVRPHWKLQJWKDW LV127D
religion, as he basically defines it as a movement of thoughts and ideas; More gives us more of 
aQLQGLFDWLRQRIWUDQVKXPDQLVP¶VUHODWLRQVKLSWRµSKLORVRSK\¶DQGµUHOLJLRQ¶+HGRHVWKLVE\
VXJJHVWLQJWKDWWUDQVKXPDQLVPLVQRWDµUHOLJLRQ¶EXWWKDWLWLVDµSKLORVRSK\¶:LWKRXWDUJXLQJ
VHPDQWLFV HQGOHVVO\ 0RUH¶V MXVWLILFDWLRQ KHUH LV UHODWLYHO\ IODZHd as one cannot define a 
µSKLORVRSK\¶VLPSO\DVµDZD\RIOLIH¶7RGRRWKHUZLVHLVEDVLFDOO\UHGXFLQJDFRPSOH[FXOWXUDO
phenomenon to something less meaningful and quite simplistic (though this should come as 
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no surprise to us as it happens with alarming regularity when defining religion).  To elaborate, 
LQXVLQJDQH[DPSOHRI%XGGKLVPVRPHPD\VD\WKDWLWLVDµSKLORVRSK\¶DQGDµUHOLJLRQ¶RWKHUV
WKDWLWLVDµUHOLJLRQ¶RUDµSKLORVRSK\¶VRPHWKDWLWLVµDZD\RIOLIHDQGRWKHUWKDWLWLVQHLWKHU
one nor the other. There will also be those who suggest that this categorisation does not matter. 
This problem is also raised by Damien Keown who writes that:   
Problems of the kind just mentioned confront us as soon as we try to define what Buddhism is. 
Is it a religion? A philosophy? A way of life? A code of ethics? It is not easy to classify Buddhism 
DVDQ\RIWKHVHWKLQJVDQGLWFKDOOHQJHVXVWRUHWKLQNVRPHRIWKHVHFDWHJRULHV«,IEHOLHIVLQ*RG
in this sense is the essence of religion, then Buddhism cannRWEHDUHOLJLRQ«$QRWKHU>GLIILFXOW\@
is that Buddhism seems not to have much in common with other atheistic ideologies such as 
0DU[LVP3HUKDSV WKHQ WKHFDWHJRULHVRI µWKHLVWLF¶DQG µDWKHLVWLF¶DUHQRWUHDOO\DSSURSULDWH
here. Some have suggested that a new category²WKDWRIWKHµQRQ-WKHLVWLF¶UHOLJLRQ-is needed to 
encompass Buddhism. Another possibility is that the original definition is simply too narrow 
(Keown 1996, 3-4).  
  
:LWK WKLV EHLQJ WKH FDVH KRZ FDQ 0RUH DQG RWKHUV VR HDVLO\ VHSDUDWH µSKLORVRSK\¶ IURP
µUHOLJLRQ¶ZLWKRXWFRQVLGHULQJDOORIWKHVHDVSHFWVDQGPRUH"2QHFDQDUJXHWKDWWKLVLVGRZQ
to the misinterpretation as well as the categorisation of complex phenomena that cannot be so 
easily reduced and defined. A problem that Richard King believes arose from the separation of 
science and religion during the Enlightenment (King 1999, 11). We get a better idea as to how 
deeply rooted these problems are when we observe how easily More separates religion from 
transhumanism. Note that More suggests that transhumanism is not a religion but that it is a 
µOLIHSKLORVRSK\¶ 0RUH:KHQ ORRNLQJEDFNDWDQHDUOLHU VHFWLRQRI WKLV WKHVLVZH
REVHUYHGWKDWµDOLIHSKLORVRSK\¶LVRQHIXQFWLRQDOGHILQLWLRQRIUHOLJLRQ:LWKWKDWLQPLQGRQH
gets the impression (at least in the example above) that he is basing his entire assumption on 
the logic that a religion HAS a supernatural entity; and as transhumanism DOES NOT possess 
such an entity, it is NOT a religion (an unfortunately common yet entirely erroneous 
assumption).  
More is not the only transhumanist that seems to have difficulty with definition. This is 
especially the case when trying to disassociate religion from transhumanism. What we find is 
that some of these definitions verge on the unjustifiable, or perhaps more fairly, manufactured. 
For instance, let us turn to Blackford. Like More, Blackford, wrongfully sums up religion. He 
does this by presenting us with only ONE definition of it (out of hundreds) and relatively flimsy 
reasons as to why WUDQVKXPDQLVPLVQRWDµUHOLJLRQ¶ 
Transhumanism is not a religion or a secular ideology. Consider the idea of religion. With some 
reservations, Charles Taylor defines it in terms of belief in agency or power that transcends the 
operations of the natuUDOZRUOG5HOLJLRQWKHQUHODWHVWR³WKHEH\RQG´WRDQRWKHUZRUOGO\DQG
LQWKDWVHQVHWUDQVFHQGHQWRUGHURIWKLQJV«7UDQVKXPDQLVWSKLORVRSKHU0D[0RUHLGHQWLILHV





powers or principles. Most typically, transhumanists embrace a naturalistic and purely secular 
worldview, In short, transhumanism is not a religion. (Blackford 2013, 421)  
 
What can be gathered from above is not only do both More and Blackford share a relatively 
generalised as well as incorrect view (though popular) as to what defines a religion, basing 
their assumptions on many misconceptions, but they also seem to leap to these conclusions 
without truly understanding the complexities of the phenomena that they are dealing with. For 
instance, Blackford in relation to traQVKXPDQLVP DQG UHOLJLRQ DGRSWV 0RUH¶V  DQG
7D\ORU¶VFODLPWKDWUHOLJLRQLVDERXWWKHµEH\RQG¶WKHµVXSHUQDWXUDO¶ µFHUHPRQ\¶DQG
the like; ipso facto if transhumanism does not adhere to the reductionist criteria presented 
above, it is not a religion. As we have seen early in this thesis, these definitions pertain to only 
one set of defining criteria of religion, out of many.  This form of problematic reasoning and 
misunderstanding appears numerously throughout the material that we have looked at in this 
thesis. Furthermore, in this example of transhumanism we see remnants of the sui generis 
quandary that seems to have, in the well supported opinions of individuals like Fitzgerald 
(2000), Asad (1993), Dubuisson (2003), McCutcheon (1997), and King (1999), saturated 
academia and erroneously affected our understanding of religion. However instead of religion, 
it is transhumanism that takes up the mantle, and becomes the activity that is set apart and 
uniquely different from all others. Perhaps one reason for this, much like the sui generis 
classification of religion, is to justify its credibility, autonomy, and authority as a legitimate 
movement, in the eyes of transhumanists and their critics. 
 
This inherent need to give authority and some form of credibility to transhumanism is done 
sometimes at the expense of decent scholarship. This is further demonstrated by Blackford 
who is under the impression that the function that transhumanism serves within society is to 
provide people with a worldview without being ideological. He writes that:  
Nor is it a secular ideology: it has no body of codified beliefs and no agreed agenda for change. 
It is instead a broad intellectual movement²not so much a philosophy as a class or cluster of 
philosophical claims and cultural practices. It is lively with internal debates and hydra-headed 
claims²large enough and clear enough to provoke anxieties. (Blackford 2013, 421)  
 








across as a rather arbitrary and pedantic dig, so to speak, it stresses a point. The point being, 
LI LW ZHUH WUXO\ WKH FDVH WKDW µFRGLILHG EHOLHIV¶ DQG µQR DJUHHG DJHQGD IRU FKDQJH¶ ZHUH WKH
primary elements that made up an ideology, how can one use the very same criteria to define 
religion? After all, criteria such as this appears in not only functional definitions of religion but 
also substantive. This is especially relevant when we take the case of Christianity into account, 
which has very obvious codified beliefs and practices, and also some element of agreed agenda 
for change. For instance, it is not unusual to see a religious congregation raising money for the 
poor through organising community events, or putting money in a collection box on Sundays. 
Is this not an agreed activity with a specific agenda in mind?  Though it can be argued that the 
SRLQW LV SHUKDSV EHLQJ RYHUO\ H[DJJHUDWHG KHUH DQG WKDW %ODFNIRUG¶V PHDQLQJ LV EHLQJ
deliberately sabotaged and pulled out context by the author of this thesis, the fact that it can 
so easily be pulled out of context would suggest that having such an ephemeral and arbitrary 
understanding of these phenomena can be very problematic. Not only does it lead to obvious 
FRQIXVLRQPLVLQWHUSUHWDWLRQDQGPLVXQGHUVWDQGLQJEXWLWIXUWKHUVXJJHVWVWKDW%ODFNIRUG¶V
understanding of these complex phenomena is worryingly mediocre.  
Even if this evidence is not convincing enough to support the problems associated with 
%ODFNIRUG¶V SUREOHPDWLF UDWLRQDOH IRU VHWWLQJ WUDQVKXPDQLVP DSDUW IURP µUHOLJLRQ¶ DQG
µLGHRORJ\¶WKHIDFWWKDWKHXVHVWKHH[DPSOHWKDWWUDQVKXPDQLVPGRHVQRWFDWHUWRa specific 




is to say that the entire movement, regardless as to what position you advocate as a 
transhumanist, is based primarily on (as we have seen) the idea of the betterment of 
humankind through technological advances. The fact that transhumanists are working 
towards similar objectives is supported by More who states that all transhumanists work 
WRZDUGVWKH³UHDOL]DWLRQRIWUDQVKXPDQLVWJRDOV´0RUH7KHGLIIHUHQFHLQRSLQLRQLV
merely in how this change will be implemented; what this change will entail; and what 
technology will be used to support this change.  
7RJHWDQHYHQEHWWHULGHDRIWKHµJRDOV¶SUHVHQWHGE\WUDQVKXPDQLsts we turn to Transhumanist 
Declaration as of 2012 which reads like the following:  
1. Humanity stands to be profoundly affected by science and technology in the future. We 
envision the possibility of broadening human potential by overcoming aging, cognitive 
shortcomings, involuntary suffering, and our confinement to planet Earth.  
2. :H EHOLHYH WKDW KXPDQLW\¶V SRWHQWLDO LV VWLOO PRVWO\ XQUHDOL]HG 7KHUH DUH SRVVLEOH
scenarios that lead to wonderful and exceedingly worthwhile enhance human conditions.  
3. We recognize that humanity faces serious risks, especially from the misuse of new 
technologies. There are possible realistic scenarios that lead to the loss of most, or even all, 
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of what we hold valuable. Some of these scenarios are drastic, others are subtle. Although 
all progress is change, not all change is progress.   
4. Research effort needs to be invested into understanding these prospects. We need to 
carefully deliberate how best to resume risks and expedite beneficial applications. We also 
need forums where people can constructively discuss what could be done and social order 
where responsible decisions can be implemented.   
5. Reduction of risks of human extinction, and development of means for preservation of 
life and health, the alleviation of grave suffering and the improvement of human foresight 
and wisdom, be pursued as urgent priorities and generously funded.  
6. Policy making ought to be guided by responsible and inclusive moral vision, taking 
seriously both opportunities and risks, respecting autonomy and individuals rights, and 
showing solidarity with and concern for the interests and dignity of all people around the 
globe. We must also consider our moral responsibilities towards generations that will exist 
in the future.  
7. We advocate the well-being of all sentience, including humans, non-human animals, 
and any future artificial intellects, modified life forms, or other intelligence to which 
technological and scientific advance may give rise.  
8. We favour morphological freedom²WKH ULJKW WR PRGLI\ DQG HQKDQFH RQH¶s body, 
cognition and emotions. This freedom includes the right to use or not to use techniques and 
technologies to extend life, preserve the self through cryonics, uploading, and other means, 
and to choose further modifications and enhancements. (More 2013, 54-55).  
 
Though this is a rather long winded example, that to many may sound as though it comes out 
of a science fiction novel or film, it is clear from this example that transhumanists follow a set 
µDJHQGD¶IRUFKDQJHRUIRUWKDWPDWWHUDQXPEHURIVet agendas. In fact, this declaration reads 
PRUHOLNHDPLVVLRQVWDWHPHQWRUPDQLIHVWRUDWKHUWKDQPHUHO\DQµDJHQGD¶DOWKRXJKRQHPD\
question if there is actually a difference). However, regardless of the fact that they may have 
slightly different methods for reaching their goal, it is obvious that these individuals hold to 
VSHFLILFEHOLHIVDQGSULQFLSOHVLOOXVWUDWLQJTXLWHFOHDUO\WKDW%ODFNIRUG¶VDVVHVVPHQWLVLQFRUUHFW
and inaccurate.   
His claims are made even more contrary when he suggests that transhumanism, though not 
DQLGHRORJ\RUDSKLORVRSK\LVD³FODVVRUFOXVWHURISKLORVRSKLFDOFODLPVDQGFXOWXUDOSUDFWLFHV´
(Blackford 2013, 421). Though this may seem somewhat reasonable at first, what is being 
argued here is how does this in any way diffeUIURPZKDWDµUHOLJLRQ¶µSKLORVRSK\¶RUµLGHRORJ\¶
is? Furthermore, it seems somewhat illogical that Blackford would use such an example to 
GHILQHZKDWWUDQVKXPDQLVPLVDIWHUVWDWLQJWKDWLWLVQRWDµSKLORVRSK\¶RUDµUHOLJLRQ¶,WLVDOVR
somewhat inWHUHVWLQJ WR QRWH WKDW %ODFNIRUG¶V FRPPHQW WKDW WUDQVKXPDQLVP LV QRW DQ
µLGHRORJ\¶XWWHUO\FRQWUDGLFWV0RUH¶VSRLQWZKHUHKHUHODWHVWUDQVKXPDQLVPWR&RQIXFLDQLVP
0RUH ZULWHV ³«WKH  GHILQLWLRQ SODFHV WUDQVKXPDQLVP LQ WKH FRPSDQ\ RI FRPSOH[
worldviews VXFKDVVHFXODUKXPDQLVPDQG&RQIXFLDQLVP´0RUH,WPXVWEHIXUWKHU
PHQWLRQHGWKDWPDQ\SHRSOHZRXOGDUJXHWKDW&RQIXFLDQLVPLIQRWDµUHOLJLRQ¶µSKLORVRSK\¶
or both, shares some qualities with an ideological belief. This is supported by John Berthrong 




mostly as a philsophic movement, Confucianism is better understood as a compelling 
DVVHPEODJHRILQWHUORFNLQJIRUPVRIOLIH«WKDWHQFRPSDVVHVDll the possible domains of human 
concern. Confucianism at times and places, was a primordial religious sensibility and praxis; a 
philosophic exploration of the cosmos; and ethical system; and educational program; a complex 
family and community ritual; dedication to government service; a philosophy of history; the 
debates of economic reformers; the intellectual background for poets and painters; and much 
more (Berthrong 2000, 1)  
  
,QOLJKWRIWKHDERYHQRWRQO\DUH%ODFNIRUG¶VMXVWLILFDWLRQVIRUVHSDUDWLQJDOORIWKHVHREYLRXVO\
related phenomena meagre, but his attempt to separate both religion and ideological belief is 
a weak attempt to make a point that in itself is somewhat redundant and poor. That point 
being, to absurdly and incorrectly stress that transhumanism is most definitely not DµUHOLJLRQ¶
RUDQµLGHRORJ\¶. His motivations are made even more questionable by the fact that he insists, 
GHVSLWHKLVDUJXPHQWWKDWWUDQVKXPDQLVPLVDµZRUOGYLHZ¶2QHJHWVWKHIHHOLQJWKDWDJUHDW
deal of these so called evidential parameters are clever methods for demonstrating that there 
LV µLQ QR ZD\¶ D FRQQHFWLRQ EHWZHHQ WUDQVKXPDQLVP DQG UHOLJLRQ HYHQ WKRXJK WKHUH LV
evidence that strongly points to the contrary. More further comments on the relationship 
between religion and transhumanism, though he does so reluctantly. He ZULWHV WKDW ³,




)XUWKHUPRUH ZH FDQQRW LJQRUH WKH IDFW WKDW LI WUDQVKXPDQLVP LV D µZRUOGYLHZ¶ WKHQ WKLV
LPSOLHVWKDWLWLVDµYLHZ¶KHOGE\WKHZRUOGJLYLQJRQHWKHLPSUHssion that these transhumanist 
ideas are universally known and adhered to. This in many ways is akin to the West suggesting 
that Christianity is also a worldview. Though many in the West may hold this rather 
Eurocentric idea of Christianity, this is indeed not the case (as has been looked at previously). 
It must be noted that although transhumanist ideas seem to be popular in certain western and 
eastern circles, as we will demonstrate in the next section, it is problematic to assume that 
these views are held by all earth dwellers of the human persuasion. This is perhaps not exactly 
ZKDW %ODFNIRUG KDV LQ PLQG ZKHQ KH VXJJHVWV WKDW WUDQVKXPDQLVP LV D µZRUOGYLHZ¶
nonetheless this assumption comes with rather heavy implications. Perhaps a safer and better 
explanation would have been to suggest that transhumanism is a view of the world or for the 
world held by a certain group of individuals, a more honest and realistic assertion.   
Thinking of any of the complex cultural activities presented above in such reductionist and 
demarcated terms is highly problematic, because there is no panacean definition for such 
complex phenomena. This is evident by the fact that many of the definitions looked at above 
OLNH µZD\ RI OLIH¶ µPRUDO FRGHV¶ µEHOLHIV DQG SUDFWLFHV¶ FURVs over into many other cultural 
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spheres of influence. This is however not surprising given the rather misrepresented history of 
both science and religion (as demonstrated in previous chapters). By trying to delineate these 
realms of culture, so to speak, we are in many ways suggesting that one activity is more 
significant than another. In doing this, we are holding on to a very draconian belief and 
mentality, mainly an Enlightenment one, which in itself is problematic. King stresses his own 
concern over such matters and warns against viewing these cultural activities from such an 
antiquated perspective. He writes that:  
 
,QGHHG WKH PRGHUQ FDWHJRU\ RI µUHOLJLRQ¶ LWVHOI LV D :HVWHUQ FRQVWUXFWLRQ WKDW RZHV D
considerable debt to Enlightenment presuppositions. This term exists as an explanatory 
FRQFHSWIRUFODVVLI\LQJFHUWDLQDVSHFWVRIKXPDQFXOWXUDODFWLYLW\«+RZHYHUWKH(QOLJKWHQPHQW
SUHRFFXSDWLRQZLWKGHILQLQJWKHµHVVHQFH¶RISKHQRPHQDVXFKDVµUHOLJLRQ¶«VHUYHVSUHFLVHO\WR
exclude such phenomena form the rHDOPVRISROLWLFVODZDQGVFLHQFHHWF«DVWUDWHJ\VLPLODUWR
this can be found in the claim that the political movements and ideologies, such as Marxism, 
nationalism, etc, are actually modern forms of religion. However, I am not advocating 





Transhumanism and Religion: Defining the Parallel  
Evidence of such problematic classifications can also be observed in how More and many other 
WUDQVKXPDQLVWV DUH DGDPDQW DW NHHSLQJ WKHLU µVFLHQWLILF PRYHPHQW¶ VHSDUDWH IURP UHOLJLRQ
This is further evidenced by the humorous, yet rather telling, point made by Giulio Prisco who 
ZULWHVWKDW³,SUHIHUQRWWRGHILQHWUDQVKXPDQLVPDVDVSLULWXDOHQGHDYRXURUDUHOLJLRQILUVW
EHFDXVH LWZRXOGQ¶WEHFRUUHFW >DOWKRXJKKHGRHVQRW WHOOXVZKDW LV LQFRUUHFWDERXWLW@DQG
second becausH , GRQ¶W ZDQW WR ORVH DOO RI P\ WUDQVKXPDQLVW IULHQGV´ 3ULVFR  
Though it seems to be suggested in jest, this comment leaves one with the understanding that 
such a belief is taboo in most transhumanist circles. This is supported by the rather debatable 
claim (if one is a transhumanist) made by the theologian Ted Peters (2011) that suggests that 
transhumanists are convinced that religion will present their movement with unfortunate and 
also inescapable roadblocks. In other words, he suggests tranVKXPDQLVWVDVVRFLDWHµUHOLJLRQ¶
with an archaic form of thought that they believe will hamper, hinder, and in certain respects 
undermine, their transhumanist promise for the future (Peters 2011, 148). Despite their 
supposed reservations, Peters goes as far as to demonstrate that transhumanists are wrong to 
EHOLHYH WKLV +H ZULWHV WKDW ³,Q WKH SURFHVV , ZRXOG OLNH WR FRUUHFW RQH PLVWDNH PDGH E\
WUDQVKXPDQLVWWKHRULVWV7KDWWKLVLVWKHFDVH´,ELG7KDWEHLQJVDLGDOWKRXJK3HWHUVVHHPV
to make a relatively decent claim in many ways, his supporting evidence is rather weak; as he 
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insists on using the bible to support his argument. He does this by pointing out that the bible 
has no anti-transhumanist writing in it, and as an extension of this, Christianity is not anti-
transhumanist. Not wanting to point out the number of obvious problems with his 
methodology, but using the bible as a legitimate source for the justification of his argument 
weakens his position quite considerably. This does not go unnoticed by Blackford who states 




to regard it as completely separate, and uncomplimentary, to transhumanism. He writes that 
³WKH\SUHVXPHWKDWUHOLJLRQZLOODWWHPSWWRSODFHURDGEORFNVLQWKHLUZD\Rn the grounds that 
WKHUHOLJLRXVPLQGLVROGIDVKLRQHGRXWRIGDWH/XGGLWHDQGGHGLFDWHGWRUHVLVWLQJFKDQJH´
3HWHUV7KLVLVRIFRXUVHUHIXWHGE\%ODFNIRUGZKRVXJJHVWVWKDW3HWHUV¶FODLPWKDW
µUHOLJLRQV¶ DUH VXSSRUWLYH RI WUDQVKXPDQLVP LV TXLWH HUURQHRXV %ODFNIRUG ZULWHV WKDW ³The 
URDGEORFN RI UHOLJLRQ«DQ LVVXH WKDW VHHPV GHDU WR 3HWHUV¶ KHDUW«, EHOLHYH WKDW 3HWHUV
XQGHUHVWLPDWHVWKHGHJUHHWRZKLFKUHOLJLRQLVOLNHO\WRFUHDWHVXFKURDGEORFNV´%ODFNIRUG
2010). This being the case, Blackford does not point out how religion has created, or will create, 
VXFKµURDGEORDFNV¶QRUGRHVKHVHHPWREHPRYHGE\WKHIDFWWKDW3HWHUVKLPVHOIDQDGYRFDWH
of transhumanism, is also a Theologian and a religious man. Despite the obvious support that 
transhumanism and transhumanists receives from Peters, Blackford is intent on proving his 
SRLQW E\ HPSKDVLVLQJ WKDW 3HWHUV¶ DVVHVVPHQW LV µGLVLQJHQXRXV¶ DQG WKDW KH LV DOVR TXLWH
µPLVWDNHQ¶,ELG+HSUHVVHVKLVSRLQWTXLWHILUPO\E\VWDWLQJWKDW 
Christianity has traditionally displayed a linear rather than cyclical view of time and history, 
ZLWKWLPH¶VDUURZSRLQWLQJWRWKHXOWLPDWHWULXPSKRIJRRGRYHUHYLO%XWQRQHRIWKLVHQWDLOV
that all, or even most, Christian leaders and theologians would countenance the technological 
boosting of human capacities that transhumanists advocate. Changes of those kinds might well 
be regarded by many leaders and theologians as hubristic, or otherwise morally impermissible, 
DQGDVIDLU«WDUJHWVIRUSROLWLFDOVXSSression. (Ibid 179)   
 
Though both individual points are valid, as it is inevitable that some Christians will have issues 
with transhumanism as some transhumanists will have issues with Christianity (as we have 
demonstrated), these views are neither here nor there. That is to say, what we are left with here 
are only the opinions of two individuals that are obviously motivated by different things. In 
WKHFDVHRI%ODFNIRUGWKLVPD\EHKLVµDWKHLVWEDFNJURXQG¶DQG3HWHU¶VKLVµ/XWKHUDQ¶RUDWOHDVW
this appears to be what Blackford is suggesting by addressing the fact that they both have their 




So what does the above tell us about the relationship between religion and transhumanism?   
Apart from the example presented by Peters above (which was not entirely convincing) the 
HYLGHQFHIRUILQGLQJDSRVLWLYHFRUUHODWLRQEHWZHHQµUHOLJLRQ¶DQGµWUDQVKXPDQLVP¶VHHPVWREH
VRPHZKDWODFNLQJ+RZHYHUWKLVRQO\DSSOLHVLIZHDUHWKLQNLQJRIµUHOLJLRQ¶LQWKHWUDGLWLRQDO
sense of the word. As this thesis has clearly illustrated, thinking about religion conventionally 
(although popular) is entirely the wrong approach. This is evidenced by the fact that the major 
SUREOHPZLWKWKHZRUNRIRXUµZDU\-of-religion-WUDQVKXPDQLVWIULHQGV¶DERYHQRWWRPHQWLRQ 
of theologian-cum-scientists in a number of earlier sections) is that the majority of them fail 
WRWKLQNµRXWVLGHWKHER[¶ZKHQLWFRPHVWRUHOLJLRQDQGWKDWWKH\XVHSUREOHPDWLFGHILQLWLRQV
and classifications for religion. Nevertheless, and despite this shortfall, it is interesting to note 
that a number of scholars have found relatively convincing ways of connecting transhumanism 
to our conventional understanding of religion.  
One such scholar is Robert M. Geraci. Geraci not only views transhumanism as a relatively new 
cultural and scientific movement, but a religious one. It is interesting to note that Geraci does 
not appear in any of the more recent transhumanist texts used in this section, even though his 
Apocalyptic AI was published in 2010 a year or two before many of these transhumanist 
publications. Given his pro-religious approach to transhumanism, this is not surprising, 
especially if transhumanists are working endlessly to distance themselves from religion. 
Despite this, he is a rather innovative scholar who has successfully demonstrated in his 
Apocalyptic AI (2010) that transhumanism can be regarded as a religion of science without all 
RIWKHµEHOOVDQGZKLVWOHV¶DWWDFKHG+HGRHVWKLVE\KRQLQJLQRQWKHVLPLODULWLHVEHWZHHQWKH
Judeo-Christian apocalypse and a very popular belief in transhumanist circles known as the 
µVLQJXODULW\¶7RWKHWUDQVKXPDQLVWWKHµVLQJXODULW\¶LVDQµHYHQWKRUL]RQ¶VRWRVSHDNWKDWZLOO
inevitably lead to an apocalyptic event known as the Mind Fire7KHµVLQJXODULW\¶LVVXPPHG
up quite well below:  
 
«WKHFRQFHSWRIWKHVLQJXODULW\LVQRWLWVHOIVLQJXODU«>WKHUHDUH@DUDQJHRIGLIIHUHQWPRGHOVRI
technological singularity. A less complete map of this territory captures the three primarily 
models on which most people seem to agree. These are the Event Horizon, Accelerating Change, 
and Intelligent Explosion (More and Vita-More 2013, 362).    
  
To summarise, each transhumanist supporter presents their own view of what technology will 
bring to the future and how quickly this will occur, but the majority believe that this 
µVLQJXODULW\¶ZLOOWDNHSODFHLQWKHQH[WWR\HDUV,WZLOOEHVRPHWLPHLQWKHQHDUIXWXUH
that technology will advance to the point that humans will either create super-intelligent 
beings or will become super-intelligent themselves. To some transhumanists, this will 
LQHYLWDEO\ UHVXOW LQ DQ µDSRFDO\SWLF¶ HYHQW NQRZQ DV WKH Mind Fire. Geraci explains it as a 
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system of belief proposed by Hans Moravec in 1989 and championed by Ray Kurzweil (1999, 
2005):  
Once we learn how to upload our minds into computers, we will be but a short step from our 
eventual salvation in the transcendent world of cyberspace. Robot bodies will give us wondrous 
powers but even these will pale before the limitless possibility of virtual reality. In the Age of 
Mind, physical reality will lose relevance as it is alchemically transmuted into cyberspace. The 
PRYHPHQW RI URERWV WKURXJKRXW VSDFHZLOOEHD ³SK\VLFDODIIDLU« %XW LWZLOO OHDYHD VXEWOHU
world, with less action and even more thought, in its ever-JURZLQJZDNH´«WKLVWKH0LQG)LUH´
ZKLFK ZLOO EH D ³IULHQGO\´ ZRUOG«DQG ZLOO DOORZ XV WR WUDQVIRUP WKH FRVPRV LQFOXGLQJ RXU
destiny²LQWKH0LQG)LUHZHZLOOKDYHFRQWURORYHURXUHYROXWLRQDU\IXWXUH«*HUDFL    
In layman terms, the Mind Fire is a figurative explosion of human consciousness that will see 
humans uploaded into a virtual nirvana where they can live an immortal, paradisiacal 
existence. One can think of this event as being similar to the first iteration of The Matrix, as 
explained to Neo by The Architect in The Matrix Reloaded (2003). Geraci uses the 
transhumanist hope for the future, and their vision of the Mind Fire, to illustrate how it can be 
perceived as a religion. His hypothesis is that the movement borrows its apocalyptic worldview 
from Judaism and Christianity and therefore fits the criteria of a religion. He even states that 
LWLVD³WHFKQRORJLFDOIDLWK´WKDWERUURZVPDQ\RILWVVDFUHGZRUOGYLHZVIURPWKHVHWZREHOLHIV
(Geraci 2010, 36). The worldviHZVWKDWKHGUDZVXSRQDUHWKHIROORZLQJ³«DGXDOLVWLFYLHZRI
WKHZRUOGZKLFKLV«DJJUDYDWHGE\DVHQVHRIDOLHQDWLRQWKDWFDQEHUHVROYHGRQO\WKURXJK«WKH
establishment of a radically transcendent new world that abolishes the dualism and 
UHTXLUHV«UDGLFDOO\SXULILHGERGLHVIRULWVLQKDELWDQWV´,ELG7KRXJKDUDWKHUUHGXFWLRQLVW
account of Judaic and Christian beliefs, Geraci sees these borrowed views as substantial 
enough evidence to support his theory that transhumanism is a religion. In many respects 




Geraci defines Apocalyptic AI as a modern cultural and religious trend originating in the 
SRSXODUVFLHQFHSUHVV«$FFRUGLQJWR*HUDFL$SRFDO\SWLF$, LVDUHOLJLRQDUHOLJLRQEDVHGRQ
science, without deities and supernatural phenomena, but with the apocalyptic promises of 
religions. And he thinks that, while the Apocalyptic AI religion has a powerful but often hidden 
presence in our culture, the transhumanist community embraces it openly and explicitly. 
7UDQVKXPDQLVPLVILUVWGHILQHGDV³DQHZUHOLJLRXVPRYHPHQW´DQGWKURXJKRXWWKH book Geraci 
continues to see it as a modern religion. (Prisco 2013, 239)  
  
'HVSLWH3ULVFR¶VFRPPHQWDERYHKHPDNHVLWDSRLQWWRVKDUHKLVSHUVRQDOYLHZVRQ*HUDFL¶V
DVVHVVPHQW +H GRHV WKLV E\ HPSKDVL]LQJ WKH SRLQW WKDW DOWKRXJKKH EHOLHYHV WKDW *HUDFL¶V





these functions (Ibid).  
Prisco is not the only one WKDWGLVDJUHHVZLWK*HUDFL¶VDVVHVVPHQW7DG3HWHUVUHIHUULQJWRDQ
HDUOLHUDUWLFOHZULWWHQE\*HUDFLVD\VWKLVDERXW*HUDFL¶VREVHUYDWLRQV³,WLVP\MXGJHPHQW
WKDW5REHUW0*HUDFLLVPLVWDNHQZKHQKHLQVLVWVWKDWWKH$,PRYHPHQWLVDSRFDO\SWLF«*HUDci 
rightly recognizes that the transhumanists replace divine action with revolutionary 
SURJUHVV«EXW WKHQ IDLOV WR DFNQRZOHGJH WKDW WKLV LPSOLHV D QRQ-apocalyptic form of 
WUDQVIRUPDWLRQ´ 3HWHUV   7KRXJK , DP LQFOLQHG WR DJUHH ZLWK 3HWHUV RQ FHUWDin 
points, primarily his take on the tenuous connection that Geraci makes to the Judeo-Christian 
apocalypse and the Mind Fire, the fact that Geraci makes a connection between 
transhumanism and religion is in itself a notable contribution to religious studies and warrants 
scholarly attention. However, with that said, the argument for and against transhumanism as 
D UHOLJLRQ EHFRPHV VRPHZKDW PRRW LI ZH DUH OHVV LQFOLQHG WR YLHZ µUHOLJLRQ¶ IURP VXFK D
generalistic perspective, and start accepting it as a cultural activity (King 1999).  That is 
XQGHUVWDQGLQJµUHOLJLRQ¶DVDQDFWLYLW\WKDWGLIIHUHQWSHRSOHVZLWKVLPLODULQWHUHVWVDQGJRDOV
engage in10.  
  
The Turing Paradox  
The previous chapter evaluated the nature of science and religion and how transhumanism, in 
many ways, reflects the damage caused by many years of the misinterpretation of the 
science/religion relationship. What was illustrated by this was how these beliefs have 
negatively affected the modern understanding of these phenomena. That said, in spite of this, 
this chapter also highlighted the fact that transhumanism has the potential to be a religion. 
This revelation in many ways emphasises the importance of accepting science and religion as 
complex cultural phenomena and not demarcating them into archaic and reductionist 
FDWHJRULHV7KHPDLQIRFXVRIWKLVGHEDWHZDV*HUDFL¶VApocalyptic AI, and regardless as to 
ZKHWKHURUQRWRWKHUVDJUHHRUGLVDJUHHZLWK*HUDFL¶VSRLQWWKHIDFWWKDWKHPDQDJHGWRGUDZD
comparison between transhumanism and conventiRQDOµUHOLJLRQ¶KHOSVthis study immensely. 
That is to say that even without drawing on the innovative argument presented by Geraci, 
WUDQVKXPDQLVP¶V OLQN WR µUHOLJLRQ¶ LV LQ PDQ\ ZD\V DSSDUHQW HVSHFLDOO\ LI ZH XQGHUVWDQG
religion to be hard to define. Not to mention the fact that much of the understanding of 
WUDQVKXPDQLVP¶VGLVDVVRFLDWLRQ IURPUHOLJLRQVHHPV WRVWHPIURPWKH IDFW WKDW LWGRHVQRW
                                                        
10 I refer back to the previous chapter where I suggest that Kendo can be regarded in many ways as a 
religious activity. For further insight into the idea of popular cultural activities, as religious, please see 
Lynch (2004).  
143  
  
adhere to a revered supernatural being. As has been pointed out previously however this really 
only applies to VSHFLILFGHILQLWLRQVRIµUHOLJLRQ¶DQGDFRQYHQWLRQDOXQGHUVWDQGLQJRILW 
Despite this however, what Geraci has demonstrated is that even without the presence of a 
supernatural deity, transhumanism in many ways fits a rather conventional (albeit somewhat 
limited) understanding of religion. It is interesting to note however that even if we completely 
GLVUHJDUG *HUDFL¶V K\SRWKHVLV 0RUH KLPVHOI PRVW OLNHO\ E\ DFFLGHQW DQG ZLWKRXW KLV
NQRZOHGJHGHPRQVWUDWHVWKDWWUDQVKXPDQLVPLVDµUHOLJLRQ¶RUDWOHDVWRne understanding of 
LW E\ GHFODULQJ WKDW LW LV D ³OLIH SKLORVRSK\´ 0RUH   7KDW LV WR VD\ WKDW LW WUHDGV
dangerously close to what Barbour defined (in an earlier section of this thesis) as one of the 
functions of a religion.  One might say that this is rather ironic especially as More and many of 
the other transhumanists that we have looked at are adamant in illustrating that 
WUDQVKXPDQLVPLVD³SKLORVRSK\RIOLIH´RUD³ZRUOGYLHZ´EXWDUHUDWKHUDJDLQVWLWKDYLQJDQ\
connection to religion. This fXUWKHU VROLGLILHV WKH IDFW WKDW µUHOLJLRQ¶ LV DKLJKO\ LQWHUSUHWLYH
category and cannot be dismissed so lightly.   
So what was the point of this entire exercise? It in many ways demonstrates quite effectively 
that the evolution of science and religion in the west go hand in hand and that this relationship 
is not only dynamic but in the case of transhumanism, is in constant flux. So in many respects 
it is not a matter of proving or disproving whether or not transhumanism is a religion 
(although the fact that some individuals see it as such is grounds for the fact that some believe 
it is); it is a way of demonstrating one probable trajectory that this relationship has taken in 
the 21st century.   
In other words, the fact that transhumanism sees itself as a scientific movement rather than a 
µVSLULWXDO RQH¶ HYHQ WKRXJK LQGLYLGXDOV OLNH *HUDFL KDYH SXW UDWKHU SHUVXDVLYH DUJXPHQWV
forward to suggest otherwise, makes it a very tantalising prospect for evaluation. Primarily 
because it is desperately trying to demarcate itself from religion and is working so hard to gain 
credibility in the eyes of science. In many ways when seeing transhumanism in this light it 
comes across as struggling with an alter ego in order to find its true identity, one that is 
obviously an amDOJDPDWLRQRIPDQ\SKHQRPHQD7KLVVWURQJO\VXSSRUWV.LQJ¶VDQGRWKHUV¶
points that we are dealing primarily with complex cultural phenomena that cannot, or for that 
matter should not, be understood independently because doing so results in a great deal of 
confusion, misinterpretation and endless problems. For instance, if science and religion were 
not at one point regarded as two separate things, and wrongfully interpreted as logical and 
illogical, would transhumanism find itself at odds with itself?  In many ways the struggle that 
transhumanism faces is a microcosmic representation of the problems associated with years 
of misinterpretation and misunderstanding of the true nature of science and religion.   
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This however is not the only appeal of transhumanism. It has other purposes. For instance the 
fact that we have successfully demonstrated that the majority of transhumanists view 
WUDQVKXPDQLVP DV D µFXOWXUDO¶ DQGRU D µVFLHQWLILF PRYHPHQW¶ LV RI LQWHUHVW KHUH DV ZHOO
However it may seem counterintuitive that transhumanism in this instance, a movement that 
SULPDULO\VHHVLWVHOIDVLQFRPSDWLEOHZLWKUHOLJLRQZDVFKRVHQRYHURWKHUµVSLULWXDOVFLHQWLILF
PRYHPHQWV¶WKDWDOUHDG\KDYHDVSLULWXDOHOHPHQWWRWKHPOLNHEvolutionary Enlightenment11. 
However that would greatly depend on what we were trying to achieve with our example. To 
elaborate the choice made to focus on transhumanism is primarily down to the fact that it sees 
itself more as a scientific movement rather than a spiritual one, whereas Evolutionary 
Enlightenment sees itself more as a spirituality one for the scientific age (though this is an over  
simplistic interpretation of a very interesting cultural movement). Because transhumanism 
regards itself as a scientific movement rather than a religious one, and really struggles with 
the possibility that it could have a connection to religion, makes it a truer representation of the 
problems resulting from years of misinterpretation and representation of the relationship 
between science and religion. However, regardless of how it sees itself it is a true 
representation (although not the only one) of how this relationship has evolved. Furthermore, 
and perhaps most importantly one of the main reasons for focusing on transhumanism was 
because of how well it translates cross culturally. As a result of its rather transient nature it 
provides us with an interesting example of how a relationship that has been primarily western 
can come together in a movement that does not discriminate culturally, and in many ways 
seems to harbour ideas that translate quite well cross-culturally.  Therefore, the last section of 
this thesis will be focusing on a number of these cross-cultural transhumanist beliefs and will 
do so through the medium of film.  
 
  
                                                        
11 In order to understanding Evolutionary Enlightenment it is probably best to return to its source. On 
andrewcohen.org Evolutionary Enlightenment is described thusly (even though it reads more like an 
DGYHUWLVHPHQWUDWKHUWKDQDGHFHQWGHILQLWLRQ³(YROutionary Enlightenment is not simply repackaging ancient 
wisdom for a modern world. It presents an authentic spiritual innovation, a comprehensive philosophy, path, and 
SUDFWLFHIRUJHGWKURXJKPRUHWKDQWZRGHFDGHVRIWUDQVIRUPDWLYHVSLULWXDOZRUN«&RKHQ«Kas re-envisioned 
VSLULWXDOHQOLJKWHQPHQWLQDFRQWH[WFRPSOHWHO\GLIIHUHQWWKDQWKHRQHRIWKH%XGGKD¶VWLPH7KLVFRQWH[WLVDVKH
ZULWHVQRWKLQJOHVVWKDQµWKHIRXUWHHQ-billion-year epic of our cosmic evolution²a vast perspective that enhances 
and enlaUJHVWRDOPRVWLQILQLWHSURSRUWLRQVRXUVHQVHRIWKHVLJQLILFDQFHRIZKDWLWPHDQVWREHKXPDQ¶7KH
HVVHQFHRI&RKHQ¶VPHVVDJHLVVLPSOH\HWSURIRXQG/LIHLVHYROXWLRQDQGHQOLJKWHQPHQWLVDERXWDZDNHQLQJWR
ZKDWKHFDOOVµWKH(YROXWLRQDU\,PSXOVH¶DVRur own authentic self, so we can consciously take responsibility for 
FUHDWLQJWKHIXWXUH&RKHQGHVFULEHVWKLVVSLULWXDOLPSXOVHDVµWKDWHFVWDWLFXUJHQF\DQGEOLVVIXOFODULW\WKDW
P\VWHULRXVO\FRPSHOVXVQRWRQO\WRDZDNHQEXWDOVRWRHYROYH´( http://andrewcohen.org/about/EE accessed by 




The Holomorphic Function  
I have noted in the past that the personal struggle and identity crisis that transhumanism faces 
is a microcosmic representation of years of misunderstanding and misinterpretation of the 
differences between science and religion, a monster that is in many ways a creation of a 
Western mentality that has desperately tried to separate two phenomena into many different 
categories; with that said, if we were to adopt a better understanding and neutral stance as to 
what transhumanism actually represents in terms of this relationship what we will find is 
something more positive. That is to say that it is only negative if we insist on sticking to the 
rather draconian (and incorrect) assumption that we are dealing with two separate and 
simplistic phenomena (science/religion); transhumanism has a great deal of promise if we can 
pull ourselves away from getting stuck in the often negative cyclical understanding that 
religion is governed by conventional and easily definable terms. Three such positives are: (1) 
it can help us better understand the relationship between science and religion in popular 
culture12LWKDVDUDWKHUSRVLWLYHµORRNWRWKHIXWXUH¶PHQWDOLW\WKDWRSHQVRQHXSWRDZRUOG
of imagination and many possibilities related to science/religion; (3) and most importantly it 
has a very flexible and transmogrifying quality to it, that allows it to transcend cultures, unlike 
many other beliefs and practices that we have looked at in this thesis; which in many ways 
ZRXOG WDFNOH RQH RI WKH  PDMRU µURDGEORFNV¶ ERrrowing the term from Peters) that the 
science/religion relationship often faces. We will demonstrate these points through the 
medium of film, as it is through film that we can perhaps better understand how this 
relationship has evolved and the promise that a movement like transhumanism presents for 
future generations.  
The reason why film was chosen to highlight these connections is summed up quite succinctly 
E\0HODQLH-:ULJKWZKRZULWHVWKDW³ILOPLVDQHQRUPRXVO\SRSXODUPHGLXP,WVKDSHVDQG
reflects a range of cultural, economic, religious and social practices and positions in modern 
VRFLHW\´:ULJKW6KHDOVRDOOXGHVWRWKHIDFWWKDWUHOLJLRXVLGHDVDQGULWXDOVDUHRIWHQ
represented in film and dedicates her book Religion and Film: An Introduction to this very 
concept. There are of course a plethora of scholars including John C. Lyden, William Telford, 
Chris Deacy, and others who have had very similar ideas to Wright, as to the role that films 
play in the dissemination of cultural ideas. For instance, both Lyden (2003) and Deacy (2005) 
agree that religion is moving into the secular and that the simple action of going to see a film 
may in itself be a religious activity. They also highlight that the popularity of certain films can 
help one gauge tKH³VSLULWXDOODQGVFDSH´RIWRGD\¶VZHVWHUQVRFLHW\'HDF\$QRWKHU such 
                                                        
12 For religion in popular culture there are a number of books that one can look at. Three that spring to mind and 
WKDWZHUHXVHGLQWKLVWKHVLVDUH/\QFK¶VUnderstanding Theology and Popular Culture &KLGHVWHU¶V
Authentic Fakes DQG5DFKHO:DJQHU¶VGodwired: Religion, Ritual and Virtual Reality(2012)  that explores 
questions between religions relationship and popular medium like video-games.    
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example is presented to us by Frances Flannery-Dailey who, in her, ³5RERW+HDYHQVDQG5RERW
'UHDPV8OWLPDWH5HDOLW\ LQ$,´comments that, ³ILOPLVDXQLTXHO\TXDOLILHGPHGLXP for 
expressing«cRVPRORJ\´ )ODQQHU\-Dailey 2003, 2). What makes it uniquely qualified is its 
ability to transmit a great deal of information to a large group of individuals that may not have 
access to it without the help of this said medium. Flannery-Dailey further states that:  
«DOWKRXJKPDQ\RIWKHILOPVGUDZRQDQFLHQWUHOLJLRXVDQGSKLORVRSKLFDOWKHPHVWRH[SUHVV
this notion, at its root, the cinematic focus on questions of ultimate reality constitutes a 
postmodern response to a troubling period of modHUQµSURJUHVV¶,ELG 
  
As is suggested by Wright, film can be used as a means to distribute information to a wider 
audience on many different cultural phenomena. Though she mentions religion as well as 
other less defined cultural practices, there is no reason (especially if we are to follow the 
hypothesis set out by this thesis) why transhumanism cannot fit one of these cultural practices.  
This is supported by Eva Flicker who states in her essay titled Women Scientist in Mainstream 
Film: Social Role Models²A contribution to the Public Understanding of Science from the 
perspective of Film Sociology, WKDWDJUHDWGHDORIWKHSRSXODFHV¶XQGHUVWDQGLQJRIVFLHQWLILF
theories and ideas, as well as religious dogmas, whether familiar or unfamiliar, are presented 
to a more global audience through the medium of film. (Flicker 2008, 241). Furthermore, Chris 
Deacy suggests in his Faith in Film WKDWILOPLVRQHRIWKHVH³FRQWHPSRUDU\VHFXODUDJHQFLHV
WKDWKDVFKDOOHQJHGWUDGLWLRQDOUHOLJLRXV LQVWLWXWLRQV´'HDF\7KRXJKZHDUHQRW
looking at traditional religious institutions, per se, there is no reason why film cannot and does 
not challenge other traditional ways of thinking about concepts like science/religion or in the 
case of this chapter, transhumanism.  
What is further suggested by this evidence is that film is a legitimate medium to approach if 
one wants to gain a clearer insight into popular beliefs, practices, trends, and modes of 
thought. This is supported by Telford who suggests that there are at least four ways (what he 
refers to as lenses) in which films can be evaluated. The two most relevant to this thesis are 
WKHVRFLRORJLFDODQGFXOWXUDO7KURXJKD ³VRFLRORJLFDO OHQV´RQHFDQXVH ILOPDVDPHDQV WR
DSSUHFLDWHZKDWLVKDSSHQLQJLQPRGHUQVRFLHW\DQGWKURXJKWKH³FXOWXUDO´RQHFDQJDLQD
clearer idea of current (and past) ideologies and practices (Telford 2005, 17). However as this 
thesis chapter IRFXVVHVRQDSDUWLFXODU LGHRORJLFDOEHOLHI WUDQVKXPDQLVPD ³FXOWXUDO OHQV´
approach will be implemented more fully here than the sociological. Film will therefore be 
utilized in this chapter to identify and to illustrate not only the popularity of transhumanism, 
but its transcultural qualities.  
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The reason for choosing science fiction (SF) for this assessment is that it seems to share similar 
essential qualities with transhumanism. For instance (as has been previously mentioned) the 
Mind Fire is a transhumanist belief that at some point in the future humans will be capable of 
uploading their consciousness into a machine, inevitably resulting in human immortality and 
their existence in a virtual nirvana.  As we will see, this concept is covered to one degree or 
another in a number of SF films. Two of which, The Matrix trilogy and Ghost in the Shell will 
be covered in this chapter. However these are not the only films that look at a future similar to 
the one envisioned by transhumanists. Many SF films portray a future where cyber or 
advanced bio-technology is the key to a longer and better human existence. Even if this 
WHFKQRORJ\ LV QRW DIIRUGDEOH E\ DOO KXPDQV LQ WKH µQHDU IXWXUH¶ D IXWXUH ZKHUH WKHse 
technologies exist and are available is a very common trope in science fiction. A recent film 
that covers this terrain is Elysium (2013) where the protagonist fuses with an exo-skeleton to 
enhance his human capabilities. That said, there are a number that look at possible futures 
where humans are either enhanced cybernetically or where AIs have taken over the virtual and 
physical worlds.   
The relevance of SF to this assessment has been pointed out briefly above; one definition of SF 
is posed by Mark Bould and Sherryl Vint who write that: 
What is science fiction? A weird, popular genre full of spaceships, laser guns, robots and bug-
eyed monsters? Fiction concerned with the impact of science and technology on human social 
life, and thus the literature best suited to understanding the contemporary world...The answer 
LVLQIDFWIDUPRUHFRPSOH[« 
There are many scholars who emphasise the importance of studying science-fiction (especially 
from a popular cultural perspective), but who agree that SF is quite difficult to define, not only 
in its own right, but also as a genre. )RULQVWDQFH'DYLG6HHGFRPPHQWVWKDW³6FLHQFHILFWLRQ
KDVSURYHGQRWRULRXVO\GLIILFXOWWRGHILQH«LWKDVEHHQFDOOHGDIRUPRIIDQWDVWLFILFWLRQDQGDQ
KLVWRULFDOOLWHUDWXUH«6HHG 2011, 1). Seed even makes it a point to suggest that reducing SF to 
PHUHO\RQHRUWZRGHILQLWLRQVZLOOQRWGRLWMXVWLFHDQGWKDWGRLQJVRLVZKHUH³«PDGQHVVOLHV´




in Seed 2011). He further adds that it is also helpful to think of it as a mode rather than a genre, 
EHFDXVHLQPDQ\ZD\V6)LVZKHUH³«GLIIHUHQWJHQUHVDQGVXEJHQUHVLQWHUVHFW´,ELG7his is 





XS´ ,ELd) and because we do not, and the plots vary and borrow structure from different 
genres, it IS not. This can perhaps be better understood through the work of Altman who 
VXJJHVWVWKDW³JHQUHVDUHQRWREMHFWVWKDWH[LVWLQWKHZRUOGDQGDUHWKHQVWXGLHGE\Fritics, but 
IOXLGDQGWHQXRXVFRQVWUXFWLRQVPDGHE\WKHLQWHUDFWLRQRIYDULRXVFODLPVDQGSUDFWLFHV´TWG
in Bould and Vint 2011, 2). 7KDWLVQRWWRVD\KRZHYHUWKDWWKHVHµPRGHV¶RUµVXEJHQUHV¶GRQRW
exist under the category of SF.  
)RUH[DPSOHRQHVXFKµPRGH¶LVcyberpunk, which will be one of the main foci of this chapter. 
It must however be noted that cyberpunk takes up only a small fraction of SF (Bould and Vint 
7KDWVDLGLWKDVPDGHDPDMRULPSDFWRQ6)DQG³LWVKLJh profiles both within and 
ZLWKRXWWUDGLWLRQDO6)UHDGHUVKLS«PHDQVWKDWLWWHQGVWRGRPLQDWHSHUFHSWLRQV«´,ELGIn 
order to understand why cyberpunk was chosen for this assessment we turn to Dani Cavallaro 
who describes it as: 
The roots of cyberpunk are not, of course, purely literary. The  µcyber¶ in cyberpunk refers to 
science and, in particular, to the revolutionary redefinition between the relationship between 
humans and machines brought about by the science of cybernetics«the virtual 
interchangeability of human bodies and machines is a recurring theme in cyberpunk and 
intrinsic to its representation of cyborgs. (2000, 12) 
Though this is only one definition of cyberpunk, one can see its connection to SF quite clearly. 
After all, and in spite of the fact that SF is difficult to define, its popular understanding is that 
it is a fiction based on an imagined future of technological and scientific advancements. The 
key word here being technology. This is supported by Bruce Sterling who believed that it 
HPHUJHGLQWKH¶VLQSDUWLDOUHVSRQVHWRJOREDOLQWHJUDWLRQ:KHQWU\LQJWRunderstand 
the popular definition of cyberpunk and one of its relations to SF we turn once again to Lyden 
who suggests that science fiction is not purely based on the presence of the scientific as 
³RSSRVHG WR VXSHUQDWXUDO H[SODQDWLRQV EXW UDWKHU E\ WKH GLVWLQFW VHW RI LVVXHV LW LVXVXDOO\
focused upon, linked to the fact that technological explanations can be givHQ´/\GHQ
202). More to the point, when contemplating the connection between transhumanism and 
cyberpunk, one should get a clearer pictures of why it was chosen for this assessment. To 
elaborate, although cyberpunk takes many forms (Bould and Vint 2011, 156) what tends to set 
it apart is its focus on a few key concepts: a dystopian future often ruled by large corporations; 
and the evolution of the post-human through technological means (Ibid 154-164). One can see 
through reading the Transhumanist Declaration how strongly this movement resonates with 
at least one aspect of the cyberpunk genre, the advancement of technology to improve human 
life and existence. For instance, the Declaration champions WKH ULJKW WR ³PRUSKRORJLFDO
IUHHGRPV´ DQG ³RYHUFRPLQJ DJLQJ FRJQLWLYH VKRUWFRPLQJV´ as well as ³RXU FRQILQHPHQW WR
SODQHWHDUWK´0RUH-55). Many of the ways in which these goals are achieved, however, 
are through advancements in computing, medicine, robotics, and cyber technology. 
149  
  
It must be noted however that although similar themes seem to resound between both 
transhumanism and SF, a number of scholars do not see a clear link between them. An 
example of two such individuals are Marsen (2011) and Blackford (2011). Though they admit 
that science fiction and transhumanism share some similarities, they ultimately recognise 
them as separate forums for expressing similar ideas:  
In this context, we need a conceptual framework in which we can theorize and speculate on 
those advances, both anticipating and suggesting their possible uses, benefits, risks, and 
consequences. In other words, we need intellectual and cultural perspectives from where we 
can observe, think, and talk about these advances. Science fiction is one such forum where 
technology conceptualized in cultural terms. The group of futurist discourse grouped under the 
term transhumanism is another. (Marsen 2011, 85)  
6FLHQFH ILFWLRQ LV RQH « WKRXJK FHUWDLQO\ QRW WKH RQO\²resource available to people including 
transhumanists, who want to think about possibilities for our future. (Blackford 2011, 183).  
One possible reason for this disassociation is that it is a manufactured separation. What is 
PHDQWE\WKLVLVWKDWSHUKDSVWUDQVKXPDQLVWVDUHWU\LQJWRPRYHDZD\IURPDVVRFLDWLQJµILFWLRQ¶
with what they believe to be a plausible future for technological and scientific advancement. 
7KLVLVHYLGHQFHGLQPDQ\ZD\VE\WKHDEVHQFHRIWKHWHUPµ6FLHQFH)LFWLRQ¶LQWKHLQGLFHVRI
The Transhumanist Reader. For example, if one wishes to find any reference to science fiction 
LQ WKLV WRPH KH ZRXOG EH YHU\ KDUG SUHVVHG WR GR VR DW OHDVW ZLWKRXW D FRXSOH RI µUHDG-
WKURXJKV¶Ergo the picture that begins to develop is that if transhumanism has a connection 
to SF it is a rather loose connection; one that comes across as almost forcibly disassociating 
science fiction from transhumanism. The logic for such an action is in many ways 
understandable and also justifiable especially from a transhumanist perspective.  
To elaborate, as has been pointed out earlier in this thesis, many transhumanists are trying 
desperately to champion their cause as a legitimate one. If they were then to associate their 
movement with science fiction,   fiction being the emphasised word here, it has the potential 
of causing substantial damage to the rather serious reputation that they are working very hard 
to achieve and to uphold. That is not to say that all transhumanists see things from the same 
perspectives of both Marsen and Blackford, as some do welcome science fiction authors and 
films; a number believe that it can in many ways further their agenda. This is suggested by 
*HUDFL ZKR ZULWHV WKDW ³7UDQVKXPDQLVWV KDYH UHFRJQL]HG WKH SRZHU RI VFLHQFH ILFWLRQ WR
advance their cause and thus welcome sci-IL DXWKRUV ZLWK RSHQ DUPV´ *HUDFL   
Though this is all well and good, the comment in many ways emphasises the point that 
transhumanists consider themselves quite separate from SF, otherwise why even draw such a 
distinction in the first place.    
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If this is indeed the case, and science fiction and transhumanism occupy different spaces, at 
OHDVW IURP VRPH WUDQVKXPDQLVWV¶ SHUVSHFWLYHV ZK\ FKRRVH SF film to illustrate how these 
transhumanist ideas are played out and understood by the public? The reason is that despite 
the need for some transhumanists to disassociate transhumanism from SF, they share (and 
this is even illustrated in the example above) a similar ideology. We can see this illustrated in 
the earlier examples presented on the origin of transhumanism and its connection to great 
authors like Clarke, Asimov and others. This is further supported by William Sims Bainbridge 
ZKR VWDWHV WKDW ³>VFLHQFH ILFWLRQ@ LV D FXOWXUDO PRYHPHQW WKDW GHYHORSV DQG GLVVHPLQDWHV
SRWHQWLDOO\LQIOXHQWLDOLGHRORJLHV«´%DLQEULGJH:LWKWKDWVDLGLWSUHsents us with the 
possibility that through SF and its popularity, we can get a clearer insight into the more 
popular and general understanding of the microcosmic representation of the science/religion 
relationship that transhumanism seems to embody.   
 
Tumbling Down the Rabbit Hole  
For this brief survey I have picked two films to focus on. The Matrix trilogy (1999, 2003a, 
2003b) which I have chosen as there is a plethora of research done on it, especially in regards 
to philosophy and religion. It has driven many debates due to its heavily influential 
philosophical and metaphysical undertones. We can see this illustrated in the works of 
)LHOGLQJ¶V³5HDVVHVVLQJWKH0DWUL[5HORDGHG´:LWWXQJDQG%DPHU¶V)URP³6XSHUPDQ
to Brahman: The religious Shift RI7KH0DWUL[0\WKRORJ\´DQG)ODQQHU\-Dailey and 
:DJQHU¶V³:DNH8S*QRVWLFLVPDQG%XGGKLVPVLQWKH0DWUL[´7KHVHFRQGILOPGhost 
in the Shell (1995) has been chosen for a number of reasons. Firstly, as we are focusing on The 
Matrix it was only fitting to address Ghost in the Shell, primarily because of the impact that it 
had on The Matrix, to the extent that in an interview with its producer Joel Silver on both The 
Animatrix DVD and The Matrix DVD he states that the Wachowski siblings showed him Ghost 
in the Shell WRZKLFKWKH\UHVSRQGHGWKDW³ZHZDQQDGRWKDWIRUUHDO´7KHUHLVDOVRIXUWKHU
evidence to suggest that 7KH*KRVWLQWKH6KHOO¶V ³VWURQJYLVXDOV´ZHUHDQLQVSLUDWLRQIRUPDQ\
of the scenes within The Matrix. This is commented on in a 2006 interview with Production 
,*¶V 0LWVXKLVD ,VKLNDZD SURGXFHU RI The Ghost in the Shell (Ishikawa interviewed in The 
South Bank Show, episode broadcast 19th of February 2006).   
Secondly, unlike The Matrix, *KRVW LQ WKH6KHOO¶V (GiTS) ingenuity has in many ways gone 
largely unnoticed in academic circles even though it can be argued that it has as much to offer 
and contribute to film interpretations as does The Matrix.  This is especially the case when 
representing the transhumanist vision in popular media. Thirdly and perhaps most 
importantly, aspect of GiTS along with its sequels/prequels Innocence; Stand Alone Complex: 
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Solid State Society and Stand Alone Complex (another feature length film and TV series) gives 
us a very clear idea as to how many transhumanist ideas, especially the metaphorical Mind 
Fire DQG³WKHVLQJXODULW\´WUDQVODWHFURVVFXOWXUDOO\7KDWLVRIFRXUVHQRWWRVD\WKDWThe Matrix 
was not popular in Japan as is evidenced in a 2003 BBC article below: 
The Matrix Reloaded has broken box-office records in Japan in its first week on 
release.  
The film, the sequel to 1999's The Matrix, took more than Y2.2 bn (£11.5m) over the opening 
weekend, including nearly Y892m (£5m) from advanced previews alone.  
On 31 May the film took Y465m (£2.5m) to beat the biggest one-day record, previously held by 
Harry Potter and the Chamber of Secrets (accessed Feb 12th  2015 
http://news.bbc.co.uk/1/hi/entertainment/2975050.stm). 
What makes GiTS somewhat special and more appropriate than The Matrix in demonstrating 
cross cultural pollination, is the fact that GiTS, although dealing with distinctly Japanese 
themes, has also been heavily influenced by the cyberpunk subgenre. This is perhaps summed 
XSTXLWHZHOOE\%RXOGDQG9LQWZKRVWDWHWKDW³Ghost in the Shell«PDQJDDQGDQLPHKDYH
had a widespread impact on European and US culture in general, and SF in particular, 
reflecting in reality aspects of 1HXURPDQFHU¶VYLVLRQRID-DSDQHVH«IXWXUH´%RXOGDQG9LQW
2011, 156). The eastern appeal of cyberpunk is commented on by Bolton, Csicsery-Ronay Jr 
and Tatsumi who state that:  
Cyberpunk, which was often derided by Western science fiction critics for being cartoonish, 
immediately appealed to a Japanese sensibility that had been nurtured on science fiction manga 
and Japanese animation. The results were texts that synthesised the main themes of both 
Japanese and Western postmodernist science fiction²the breakdown of ontological 
boundaries, pervasive virtualisation, the political control of reality²as well as their artistic 
PHGLD«WKHHIIHFWVRIQHZ³JOREDO´-DSDQHVHVFLHQFHILFWLRQFRQWLQXHWRSURSDJDWHLQSURGXFWV
from TKH0DWUL[«(Bolton, Csiscery-Ronay Jr. and Tatsumi 2007, ix).     
In the case of our main protagonist in GiTS, Major Motoko Kusanagi is a cyborg that is 
effectively fully cybernetic (or so we are led to believe) apart from her brain which is believed 
to be ELRORJLFDOµ7KH0DMRU¶DVVKHLVRIWHQUHIHUUHGWRLQWKHVHULHVVWUXJJOHVZLWKWKLVIDFW
and contemplates, at least in the first GiTS, whether or not she possesses a soul, which is often 
referred to as her ghost.  It is here in the debate as to whether a machine has a soul where we 
VHHWKHFURVVLQJRIZHVWHUQDQGHDVWHUQµUHOLJLRXV¶EHOLHI,WLVVXJJHVWHGE\0RUULV/RZTXRWLQJ
*HUDFLWKDWZKHUHDV³$PHULFDQUHVHDUFKHUV¶SUHIHUHQFHWRIRFXVRQDUWLILFLDOLQWHOOLJHQFH$,
and virtual reality as Christian beliefs in salvation in purified unearthly bodies encourages a 
GLVHPERGLHGDSSURDFKWRLQIRUPDWLRQ,Q-DSDQLQFRQWUDVW«%XGGKLVPDQG6KLQWREHOLHIVRI
kami GHLWLHVEHLQJPDQLIHVWHGLQQDWXUHDOORZHYHQURERWVWRKDYHDVSLULW´/RZ
In questioning the existence of a soul in a machine, we are moving into territory closely related 
to the transhumanist vision for the future. For instance, both The Matrix Trilogy and GiTS 
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deal quite extensively with concepts such as supercomputers, nanotechnology, VR (virtual 
reality), SR (simulated reality) and AR (augmented reality) not to mention augmented 
humans, cyborgs and perhaps more closer to home (at least to the home of some 
WUDQVKXPDQLVWVFRQFHSWVVXFKDV³WKHVLQJXODULW\´DQGWKHMind Fire (although not directly). 
Moreover these two films question the future relationship between man and technology which 
is at the heart of transhumanist thought, as illustrated by the Transhumanist Declaration 
(More 2013, 54-55).   
Not only does it bring the positive implications of such a future to bear, such as the ability for 
humans to live happier and healthier lives and reach their highest potential, but it deals with 
the possible negatives of technological advancement and fears of what these advancements 
can leave in their wake. It is not only dealing with the implications as well as consequences of 
VXFKDGYDQFHPHQWVOLNHWKHDJHROGWURSHVUHODWHGWRWHFKQRORJ\µVSLQQLQJRXWRIFRQWURO¶RU
falling into the hands of nefarious individuals (as is another usual SF trope) but in the case of 
some SF, real concerns are addressed albeit in a futuristic setting. This is supported by Lyden 
ZKRVXJJHVWVWKDW³«RXUIHDUVDERXWWKHIXWXUHDUHDOVRVRPHWLPHVH[SUHVVHGWKURXJKWKHIHDU
that our technology will destroy us. This may take the form of nuclear or biological holocaust 
EURXJKW DERXW E\ HQYLURQPHQWDO FDUHOHVVQHVV WKH GHYHORSPHQW RI GRRPVGD\ ZHDSRQV«RU
JHQHUDOVFLHQWLILFKXEULV«´/\GHQ7KLVWDNHVDVOLJKWO\GLIIHUHQWIRUPLQ GiTS: 
The Solid State Society, that deals with an aging population in future Japan and looks at the 
implications of remotely monitoring individuals in a society that lacks enough health providers 
to do so. In this film these individuals are hooked into a vast computer network where their 
vitals are monitored by health care professionals, whilst their bodies are left to fester and die 
LQWKHLUEHGV7KRXJKWKLVILOPGRHVQRWIROORZ/\GHQ¶VGHILQLWLRQH[DFWO\ZKDWLVDSSDUHQWLQ
GiTS:SSS is a future where  individuals are so reliant on technology that human beings (most 
QRWDEO\WKHKXPDQERG\EHFDXVHWKHPLQGKDVEHHQXSORDGHGWRWKHµQHW¶DUHQHJOHFWHGDQG
ignored to the point of bodily death.  
 What this film in many ways implies is that SF is not only a sounding board for future 
transhumanist ideas but that it is raising questions (or prophesizing) about potential 
WHFKQRORJ\DQGLWVLPSDFWRQVRFLHW\7KLVLVVXSSRUWHGE\*HUDFLZKRZULWHVWKDW³«WKHUHLV
some cultural predilection towards giving science fiction greater credence than that given to 
SRSVFLHQFH«DVµVFLHQFHILFWLRQ¶«ERRNVZKLFKVWDUWRXWLQWKLVJHQUHKDYHDSRWHQWLDOWRORRN
SURSKHWLF´*HUDFL 7KLV LV IXUWKHUVXSSRUWHGE\/\GHQZKRVWDWHVWKDW³6FLHQFH
ILFWLRQ«GHDOV ZLWK RXU KRSHV DQG IHDUV IRU RXUVHOYHV DV a species in that it projects either 
XWRSLDQ SHUIHFWLRQLVWLF RU G\VWRSLDQ FDWDVWURSKLF IXWXUHV RU D FRPELQDWLRQ RI WKH WZR´
(Lyden 2003, 203). Though it can be argued that GitS: SSS deals with the negatives, or to be 
PRUH H[DFW /\GHQ¶V VXJJHVWHG µG\VWRSLDQ¶ IXWXUH LW GHDOV ZLWK FXUUHQW DQG IXWXUH IHDUV LQ
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Japan; specifically the inability to care for an ever aging population in a society where births 
are on the decline (http://time.com/3651799/japan-birth-rate-population-shrinking/ 
accessed at 16:14 on February 25th 2015).  Though it can be argued that the illustration of such 
a future is told from a very Japanese perspective, wHVHHDVLPLODUµG\VWRSLDQ¶IXWXUHLOOXVWUDWHG
in The Matrix $ IXWXUH WKDW DOVR UHIOHFWV WKH µGRZQVLGH¶ RI KXPDQPDFKLQH LQWHUDFWLRQ
although in quite a different way than GiTS:SSS.  
This interaction is suggested by Joy, who claims that those who are not µDZDNHQHG¶ LQ The 
Matrix are imprisoned within it and oblivious to the fact that they are living a lie in a virtual 
world (where they are being feasted upon by a supercomputer) and are hidden from horrors 
RIWKHµUHDOZRUOG¶VRWRVSHDNZKHUHKXPDQVDQGmachines are at war (Joy, 2003).  The film 
also portrays a world where both humans and machines are in many ways dependent on one 
another for survival. That is to say that The Matrix exists off the power it gains from 
imprisoned humans; but equally the Zionists rely on machines for survival and use them to 
fight other machines (like sentinels) that threaten their very existence and way of life. The 
multi-layered relationship that exists between human and machines is touched on frequently 
throughout the entire film, it can actually be argued that the whole film is based primarily on 
this very relationship. This is supported by Flannery-'DLOH\DQG:DJQHUZKRZULWHVLQ³:DNH
Up! Gnosticism and Buddhism in The Matrix´:  
%\FRQWUDVWWKH³GHVHUWRIWKHUHDO´LVa wholly material, technological world, in which robots 
grow humans for energy, Neo can learn martial arts in seconds through a socket inserted 
into the back of his brain, and technology battles technology (Nebuchadnezzar vs. A.I., 
electromagnetic pulse vs. sentinels). Moreover, the battle against the matrix is itself made 
possible through technology - cell phones, computers, software training programs. "Waking 
up" in the film is leaving behind the matrix and awakening to a dismal cyber-world, which 
is the real material world (Flannery-Dailey and Wagner 2001, 37).  
In reading this excerpt above it raises important questions about the relationship between man 
and machine. In a later paragraph Lyden suggests that this fear sometimes manifests itself in 
WKH³µURERWVWRU\¶ LQZKLFKKXPDQ-created artificial intelligence becomes a threat to human 
VXUYLYDO´,ELG7KLV³URERWVWRU\´LVUHYHDOHGLQWKHAnimatrix where AI, disenchanted by how 
unfairly they are treated by their human creators, eventually go to war with them and win. This 
inevitably results in the enslavement of the human race and the creation of the Matrix. This is 
summed up by Lawrence who writes that: 
Early in the 21st FHQWXU\WKHDGYHQWRI$,«OHGWRDVWUXJJOHIRUPDFKLQHULJKWV$OOWKDWWKH
machines wanted was to be treated  as free and equal citizens, but human governments 
ZRXOGQRWDOORZLW«WKHPDFKLQHVZHUHEDQLVKHG7KH\>WKHPDFKLQHV@HVWDEOLVKHGWKHLURZQ
FLW\DQGQDPHGLWDIWHUWKHELQDU\FRGHWKDWPDGHWKHLUDZDUHQHVVSRVVLEOH«PRWLYDWHG
E\ IHDU DQG SUHMXGLFH KXPDQLW\ GHFODUHG ZDU«DQG LQ DQ DWWempt to disable the solar 
SRZHUHG PDFKLQHV WKH KXPDQ IRUFHV EODFNHQHG WKH VN\«WKLV GHVSHUDWH PHDVXUH ZDV
insufficient, and other machines ultimately defeated the human force (Lawrence 9, 2006)  
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One thing that remains clear from the above excerpt is that in The Matrix humans and 
machines also possess a rather symbiotic relationship; not too far from the future envisioned 
by many transhumanists, especially in relation to the Mind Fire DQGWKH³VLQJXODULW\´:HDUH
introduced to this symbiotic relationship by the Ambassador in Zion who suggest to Neo that 
despite the war against the machines, humans could not survive without them. What is 
interesting about this relationship is that it is reciprocal. As has been pointed out above by 
Lawrence, what it demonstrates in The Animatrix is that without humans the machines would 
be non-existent (as it was the humans that first created them) and without machines, humans 
would have died out due to their own belligerence and a burning desire to destroy their 
creations. In PDQ\ UHVSHFWV WKLV UHVRQDWHV VRPHZKDW ZLWK WKH WUDQVKXPDQLVWV¶ LGHDV WKDW
humans will create machines that will inevitably lead to a happier human existence. In the case 
of The Matrix the suggestion is, at least in one interpretation, that the only reason for human 
survival was because of their imprisonment; as the human condition would have ultimately 
OHGWRWKHLUWKHKXPDQVGHVWUXFWLRQ7KLVOHDGVFRPIRUWDEO\EDFNWR/\GHQ¶VFRPPHQWRQWKH
common SF trope of human hubris ultimately leading to the destruction of human civilisation 
(Lyden 2003, 205).   
We see echoes of this in the film I, Robot ZKHUHDQ$, WDNHV$VLPRY¶V ³First law of 
URERWLFV´DURERWPD\QRWLQMXUHDKXPDQEHLQJRUWKURXJKLQDFWLRQDOORZDKXPDQEHLQJWR
come to harm) to its most logical conclusion; resulting in the imprisonment of humans by 
robots, for their own safety; that logic being that humans destroy one another and therefore 
PXVWEHVWRSSHG IURPGRLQJVR/\GHQ¶V WDNHRQ WKLV KXPDQURERWUHODWLRQVKLS LQ6)DQG
KXPDQV¶destructive tendencies have been touched upon above. This is further supported by 
/DZUHQFH ZKR VXJJHVWV WKDW ³DOWKRXJK WKH\ >WKH PDFKLQHV@ NHHS WKH KXPDQV EDVLFDOO\
LPSULVRQHGWKH\VWLOOZDQWWRSURYLGHWKHPZLWKWKHEHVWOLIHSRVVLEOH´/DZUHQFH). 
In effect this is a beneficial deed enacted by the AI as is presented in I, Robot and The Matrix 
franchise; and although this relationship may seem unfair, as is reflected by our protagonists 
in The Matrix who view their situation as wrong and the computer as evil (for the most part at 
least), the machines in both cases are doing only what they are programmed to do.   
That said, according to Flannery-Dailey and Wagner we get another side of the 
human/technology relationship presented to us. They suggest WKDW³The Matrix, as it stands 
still asserts the superiority of the human capacity for imagination and realization over the 
OLPLWHG µLQWHOOLJHQFH¶ RI WHFKQRORJ\´ )ODQQHU\-Dailey and Wagner, 2001 39); in essence 
demonstrating that the human condition gives it superiority over machines. In many ways we 
also see this reflected in the Transhumanist Declaration where they promote the human 
capacity for imagination and innovation especially when it comes to the creation of technology. 
However, transhumanists do take this a step further and suggest that there may come a time 
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when humans manage to create beings far superior, in many ways to themselves, and that they 
ZLOOXVHWKHVHµPDFKLQHV¶DVDZD\WRUHDFKDVWDWHRIWUDQVFHQGHQFH3ULPDULO\WKURXJKPHUJLQJ
(uploading) with them. Despite what Flannery-Dailey and Wagner suggest there are elements 
of this transhumanist vision played out quite strongly in The Matrix but this information can 
only be gained through following the entire narrative presented by the franchise13. That being 
the case, the Matrix did create the perfect world for humans but they were unable to sustain 
it. For instance, Agent Smith hints at this during his interrogation of Morpheus. He states that, 
³7KH ILUVW 0DWUL[ ZDV GHVLJQHG WR EH D SHUIHFW human world where none suffered, where 
HYHU\RQH ZRXOG EH KDSS\´ ,Q FHUWDLQ UHVSHFWV WKH ILUVW YHUVLRQ RI WKH 0DWUL[ represented 
nirvana. In regards to nirvana Keown describes it as:   
¶1LUYDQD¶OLWHUDOO\PHDQVµTXHQFKLQJ¶RUµEORZLQJRXW¶LQWKHZD\WKDW a flame of a candle is 
EORZQRXW%XWZKDWLVLWWKDWLVµEORZQRXW¶«ZKDWLVH[WLQJXLVKHGLQIDFWLVWKHWULSOHILUHRI
JUHHGKDWUHGDQGGHOXVLRQZKLFKOHDGVWRUHELUWK«LQWKHODVWDQDO\VLVWKHQDWXUHRIILQDO
nirvana remains an enigma other than to those who experience it. What we can be sure of, 
however, is that it means the end of suffering and rebirth (Keown 1996, 55).  
  
This in essence is also a very clear representation of a transhumanist ideal (with certain 
Buddhist undertones) as it is only through the Mind Fire (the uploading of human minds into 
a super computer which in many ways is echoed in version 1 of the Matrix) that humans will 
EHGULYHQIURP3ODWR¶VFDYHWRWKHZRUOGRINQRZOHGJHDQGHQOLJKWHQPHQW3ODWR¶VFDYHEHLQJ
the world of shadows and falsehoods, which can only be breached through the learning of 
hidden knowledge; inevitably resulting in the propulsion of one from the world of darkness 
into the world of light 3ODWR¶VRepublic²Book VII 514-517 c). One can perhaps clearly see the 
connection between the real and virtual worlds in The Matrix DQG 3ODWR¶V DOOHJRU\ 7KLV LV
supported by Ostwalt who suggests that individuals within The Matrix ³H[LVWLQWKLVZRUOG>WKH
YLUWXDO@LQLJQRUDQFHRIWKHUHDODFWXDOVWDWHRIWKHLUZRUOGRUWKHLUOLYHV´2VWZDOW
+HIXUWKHUDGGVWKDW³WKH\KDYHEHHQGXSHGE\DYLUWXDOZRUOGWKDWWRWKHPDSSHDUVUHDO«D
contemSRUDU\ UHYLVLWLQJ RI 3ODWR¶V IDPRXV DOOHJRU\«´ ,ELG +RZ WKLV UHODWHV WR
transhumanism is that, from a transhumanist perspective, it is through the merging of the 
human consciousness with an all knowing computer that humans will truly reach their god-
likH SRWHQWLDO ,Q PDQ\ ZD\V WKLV LV UHIOHFWHG LQ1HR¶V DZDNHQLQJ IURP WKH 0DWUL[ into the 
                                                        
13 As a further note, much of the material that we looked at regarding The Matrix and religion, including this 
article was written before the release of the third film including The Animatrix and two computer games titled 
Enter The Matrix (2003) which coincided with The Matrix Reloaded and the MMORPG (massively multi-player 
online role play game The Matrix Online (2005) which continued the story beyond The Matrix Reloaded  
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physical world, which is brought about primarily through the help of technology, and his 
understanding and manipulation of it. 
*KRVWLQWKH6KHOO7KURXJKD³0LUURU'DUNO\´7UDQVFHQGLQJWKH5($/ 
Though we have covered a great deal in the previous section relating to SF films and 
transhumanism, there are further questions that need to be addressed.  Whereas The Matrix 
GHDOWTXLWHHIILFLHQWO\ZLWKWKHTXHVWLRQRIKXPDQV¶UHODWLRQVKLSWRPDFKLQHVGiTS deals more 
effectively with questions of transcendence through the technological (tying into the 
transhumanist Mind Fire). The idea of the existence of spirituality in a world of science echoes 
*UDVVLH¶VDQG*HUDFL¶VWDNHRQFHUWDLQLQWHUSUHWDWLRQVRIWUDQVKXPDQLVP
Although we have looked at questions related to misunderstandings of religion, it is important 
to note that, as is supported by Fitzgerald (2UHJDUGOHVVDVWRPLQHRURWKHUV¶EHVWDQG
often well supported) intentions to present religion in a different and less simplistic light, we 
would be remiss if we ignored the fact that many lay people (not to mention academics as has 
been demonstrated in this thesis) still view religion in this very reductionist and quite 
Eurocentric way. Keeping that in mind, what GiTS illustrates to us is the existence of 
spirituality in a very advanced and non-Eurocentric technological age (more advanced in many 
ways than our own) and does so through transhumanist themes, with Japanese cultural 
undertones. For instance, Kusanagi who (for all intents and purposes) is almost a fully 
F\EHUQHWLF EHLQJ KDV WKH SRWHQWLDO WKURXJK WHFKQRORJLFDO PHDQV WR REWDLQ µVSLULWXDO
HQOLJKWHQPHQW¶HYHQWKRXJKVKHGRHVQRWSRVVHVVDVRXODFRQFHSW WKDW LVVRPHZKDWRIDQ
anathema to Christian thought, but is quite acceptable in a religion like Shintoism that adheres 
to the belief that all things, both animate and inanimate, possess mana²a supernatural and 
mystical force (Sugimoto 2011, 264). The idea of enlightenment, through technology, is also 
supported by transhumanist thinkers as has been previously pointed out.  
From the examples already illustrated in this thesis (relating to transhumanism) and the ones 
that follow, a picture begins to emerge of the cross-cultural assimilation of these ideas. It must 
be added that although reductionist definitions of religion and spirituality have been 
discouraged in this thesis it cannot be ignored that ideas of transcendence through technology 
occupies a space related to more traditional views of religion; satisfying those critics who are 
more familiar and hence, more comfortable, with the traditional functionalist and substantive 
definitions of religion.  To give an example of what is meant by the cross-cultural integration 




Films like«.RGaku kidotai (Ghost in the Shell) question the category of religion through 
explorations of the possibility of apotheosis through technology. Films that incorporate the 
miraculous and the magical also make aesthetic usage of religions material, and some films also 
revamp older religious stories for new generations of audiences. A large number of anime 
include religious themes such as these without intentionally inculcating religious sentiment; 
films that attempt to educe such sentiment from a small but intriguing minority (Thomas 2009, 
194) 
 7KLV WRSLF ZDV DOVR EURDFKHG E\ 1DSLHU ZKR VXJJHVWV WKDW ³«LW UDLVHV WKH SRVVLELOLW\ RI
WHFKQRORJ\¶V SRVLWLYHSRWHQWLDO QRW RQO\ LQ WHUPV RI WKH SK\VLFDO DQG PHQWDO DXJPHQWDWLYH
offered by the cyborgs but also in terms of the possibility of spiritual development offered by 
DQDUWLILFLDOLQWHOOLJHQFHNQRZQDVWKHSXSSHWPDVWHU´1DSLHU7RSXWWKHDERYHLQ
context, though Ghost in the Shell LVDERXWµWKH0DMRU¶V¶KXQWIRUDQHOXVLYH$,NQRZQDVWKH
puppet master, what the films primarily focus on (through scenes of occasional violence) is 
.XVDQDJL¶V³TXHVWIRUKHUVSLULWXDOLGHQWLW\´,ELG7KLVLVIXUWKHUFRPPHQWHGRQE\1DSLHU
ZKR ZULWHV ³«.XVDQDJL¶V F\ERUJ ERG\ UDWKHU WKDQ KHU PLQG«EHFRPHV WKH YHKLFOH IRU Whe 
TXHVW´1DSLHU$VDIXOO\PHFKDQLFDOFUHDWLRQVKHLVFRQFHUQHGZLWKZKHWKHUVKH
possesses a soul that animates her body.  
$OWKRXJK ZH DUH GHDOLQJ ZLWK OHVV FRQYHQWLRQDO LGHDV RI µUHOLJLRQ¶ HVSHFLDOO\ LQ UHJDUGV WR
transhumanism, the cyborg concept strongly resonates with more traditional religious myths. 
One such example is the Golem myth. According to Harry Collins, author of The Golem at 
large: what we should know about technology, the golem ³«LV D FUHDWXUH RI -HZLVK
Mythology. It is a humDQRLGPDGHE\PDQIURPFOD\DQGZDWHUZLWKLQFDQWDWLRQVDQGVSHOOV«´
&ROOLQV7KLVLVLQIDFWRQO\SDUWO\WUXHDVDµJROHP¶DOVRSHUWDLQVWRFUHDWXUHVFUHDWHG
by God. As is suggested by the Talmud, Adam the first man was in fact a golem as he was 
moulded by God from dust and clay, and was only brought to life when God breathed life into 
him.                                                 
7KH GD\ FRQVLVWHG RI  KRXUV ,Q WKH ILUVW KRXU KLV >$GDP¶V@ GXVW ZDV JDWKHUHG LQ WKH
second, it was kneaded into a shapeless mass. In the third his limbs were shaped;--in the 
fourth, a soul was infused into him; in the fifth, he arose and stood on his feet (see Talmud 
tractate Sanhedrin 38b). 
Though the golem myth is a rather Abrahamic one, we will stay with it for a moment especially 
as Kusanagi can be interpreted, in many ways, as a golem. After all she is a fully cybernetic 
EHLQJDQGWKURXJKRXWWKHVHULHVWKHDXGLHQFHLVOHIWFRQWHPSODWLQJZKHWKHURUQRWD³JKRVW´
DQLPDWHV.XVDQDJL¶VERG\DQGWKRXJKWV. The audience shares this uncertainty with Kusanagi 
who is often questioning her own existence and that of her whispering ghost.  This is supported 
E\1DSLHUZKRVWDWHVWKDW³>.XVDQDJL@VHDUFKHVIRUWKHSRWHQWLDOGLYLQHVSDUNZLWKLQKHUVHOI
that animates KHUERG\´1DSLHU7KRXJKWKLVLVDWKHPHWKDWZHVHHUHVRQDWLQJLQ
many science fiction stories including one of the classics, 0DU\6KHOOH\¶V Frankenstein, it is 
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important to take a closer look as to what this myth is conveying to its audience especially in 
WHUPVRIWUDQVKXPDQLVP7KLVLQPDQ\ZD\VWLHVLQWR/\GHQ¶VVXJJHVWLRQWKDWSOD\LQJJRGOHDGV
to unfortunate and also often negative consequences. When commenting on this very popular 
6)WKHPHKHUHIHUVGLUHFWO\WR0DU\6KHOOH\¶VFrankenstein. That said, although the concept 
of scientist playing god is somewhat touched upon in GiTS (after all doctors put her into her 
body, supposedly) it contains one rather striking distinction from Frankenstein, namely, that 
Kusanagi is not a galvanised corSVH OLNH )UDQNHQVWHLQ¶V PRQVWHU EXW D WHFKQRORJLFDO
(mechanical) marvel with a possible soul.   
GiTS¶Vlink to transhumanism is in many ways relatively clear especially as transhumanists are 
concerned with seeing to a future that will bring not only biological but technological 
DGYDQFHPHQWV WRKXPDQ EHLQJV WKLV LV EDFNHG XS E\ *HUDFL ZKR ZULWHV WKDW ³«YLVLRQVRI
transhumanism [are] grounded in the desire to become cyborgs, robots, or uploaded minds in 
UHDOLW\´*HUDFL)XUWKHUPRUHZKDWLVGHPonstrated in the cybernetic character of 
Kusanagi, and in many ways transhumanism itself, is the idea of a non-biological creation 
possessing a soul. Though the golem, and its Abrahamic link has been touched upon 
previously, the myth of an inanimate object taking on a life of its own, or in the case of Kusanagi 
DµJKRVW¶VSLULWUHVRQDWHVTXLWHVWURQJO\DQGVLJQLILFDQWO\ZLWK6KLQWRLVPDVZHOODVLWKDVD
connection to the kami.  This is the concept within Shintoism that one may link to the 
definition of µJRG¶WKRXJKLWLVLPSHUDWLYHWKDWWKH\DUHQRWUHGXFHGWRWKLV6DNDPDNL6KXQ]R
explains the concept of the kami in Shinto:  
The term kami is applied in the first place to the various deities of Heaven and Earth who are 
mentioned in the ancient records, DVZHOODVWKHLUVSLULWV«ZKLFKUHVLGHLQWKHVKULQHVZKHUH
they are worshipped. Moreover, not only human beings, but birds, beasts, plants and trees, seas 
and mountains and all other things whatsoever which deserve to be dreaded and revered for 
their extraordinary and preeminent powers which they possess are called kami«WKH\QHHGQRW
EHHPLQHQWIRUVXUSDVVLQJQREOHQHVVJRRGQHVV«XQFDQQ\EHLQJVDUHDOVRFDOOHGkami«(Shunzo 
1967).  
The fact that kami are manifested in nature allow even robots to possess a spirit and to become 
³LQWHJUDWHG>LQWR-DSDQHVH@VRFLHW\´/RZ7KHVLJQLILFDQFHRIWKHVHkami and their 
link to cybernetics and also dolls (ningyou) as in the case of GiTS Innocence is pointed out by 
Cavallaro who writes that:  
The film is also thematically imbued with other allusions to traditional Japanese culture. 
Central to its underlying philosophy is the Shinto-based belief that all entities²inorganic, 
artificial and inanimate ones included²are endowed with spiritual attributes. The hypothesis 
is most assiduously promulgated with reference to the ningyou ³GROO´«-DSDQHVHFXOWXUHKDV




Though Cavallaro makes the point that she is referencing this concept in Innocence this is still 
in many ways a major theme in the original GiTS manga as well as the animated series, where 
Kusanagi, a full cyborg, is always struggling with questions about whether or not she possesses 
a soul, as is illustrated above. It must be noted however that despite what Kusanagi may be 
VWUXJJOLQJZLWKLQWHUPVRIWKHSRVVLEOHH[LVWHQFHRIKHUVRXOIURPDµ6KLQWR¶SHUVSHFWLYHHYHQ
if she was shown to be purely mechanical, rather than minutely biological, she would possess 
DVSLULWRUDJKRVWDVLVGHPRQVWUDWHGDERYH7KH-DSDQHVHFRQFHSWRIDµJKRVW¶tamashii) is 
described by Orbaugh who writes that:  
Rather than the mind (seishinDµJKRVW¶LVPRUHOLNHDSHUVRQ¶VVSLULWtamashii), and logically 
it is also unconscious; in general it is made up of past experiences and memories; in general it 
is like water in a cup, premised upon the existence of some kind of shape (such as a metal suit 
or shell) (Orbaugh 2007, 186). 
)XUWKHUPRUH WKH F\ERUJV¶ WUDQVLWRU\ QDWXUH D FRUH SDUW RI FHUWDLQ WUDQVKXPDQLVW EHOLHIV
means a great deal to both the East and the West, representing a common ground between the 
two. Moreover, what films like Ghost in the Shell illustrate is not only tKHµJROHPV¶TXHVWIRU
enlightenment and a soul, which takes on a slightly different slant in the case of Shinto as is 
suggested above, but that with this very transhumanist ideal comes fundamental questions 
UHODWHGWR µUHOLJLRQ¶DQG µVSLULWXDOLW\¶ LQDQDJe of technological advancement, illustrating in 
many ways the next potential step in the science/religion evolution. 
Hylomorphism and Bringing It All Together: Possible Futures and 
Transhumanist Ideas Realised 
If what Kurzweil and Morvec say is true, that within the next 40 years we should have created 
machines and AI that are capable of thinking for themselves (Geraci 2010), then this inevitably 
poses many more questions: ethical, societal, philosophical and so on. For instance Tom Koch 
believes that the transhumanist vision of perfecting the human is nothing more than a modern 
manifestation of eugenics, he states that ³WRGD\¶VHQKDQFHPHQWHQWKXVLDVWVSURPLVHLVMXVWWKH
old eugenics pitch, tarted up: bad science and bad policy promoted as deliverance for sRPH´
(Koch 2010, 697). On a slightly less pessimistic note, another example of those questioning 
WKHYLVLRQVRIWUDQVKXPDQLVWV¶LVSUHVHQWHGE\-DPHV+XJKHVZKRVXJJHVWVWKDWWUDQVKXPLVP
KDV LQKHULWHG ³WKH LQWHUQDO FRQWUDGLFWLRQV DQG WHQVLRQV RI WKH (QOLJKWHQPHQW WUDGLWLRQ´
+XJKHV+HEHOLHYHVWKDWLWUHTXLUHVZKDWKHUHIHUVWRDV³LUUDWLRQDOYDOLGDWLRQ´
WKDW LW ³YDOLGDWHV WHFKQRFUDWLFDXWKRULWDULDQLVP´DQGWKDW³WKHUDWLRQDOPDWHULDOLVWGHQLDORI
discrete persistent selves calls into question the transhumanist project of individual longevity 
DQGHQKDQFHPHQW´,ELG+XJKHVDOVREULQJVWREHDUTXHVWLRQUHODWLQJWRWUDQVKXPDQLVPDQG
religion. He suggests that even though he sees most transhumanists as atheist, their belief in 
the transcendent power of technology and human capability has the potential of generating 
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new theologies, and is therefore a contradiction (Ibid). One can see validation in his 
suggestion, as the questions of transhumanism as a religion have been broached throughout 
this thesis, and it has been demonstrated that the generation of new theologies (from 
transhumanist beliefs) is no longer a potential, but a probable reality. This is especially the 
case if conventional ways of thinking about religion are abandoned. Furthermore, it ties quite 
nicely into our assessment of SF film as a means to express these beliefs and ideas. For 
instance, if SF film has anything to say about it, as soon as humans are capable of creating 
androids and cyborgs a dilemma may arise. This quandary is quite similar to that of Victor 
)UDQNHQVWHLQ¶V WKDW LV WKDW WKH FUHDWLRQ RI D V\QWKHWLF KXPDQ EHLQJ DV ZHOO DV KXPDQ
perfection through technology, would thrust humans into the role of a creator-god.  In essence, 
some transhumanist ideologies, as illustrated, champion the idea of the human creator. After 
all, transhumanists believe that it is human technology that will result in human 
transcendence, not a supernatural being. This is supported by Ostwalt who suggests that the 
binary opposition between God and KXPDQVQRORQJHUH[LVWVLQWKHVHFXODUµUHOLJLRQV¶EHFDXVH
god is effectively removed from the equation (Ostwalt 2003, 170).  
This of course only becomes an issue if we insist on understanding religion from a purely 
generalised and conventional point of view. That is not to say however that other problems 
would not potentially arise from this dilemma, especially as there are many Western religious 
EHOLHIV WKDW PD\ QRW IXVH ZLWK WKLV µQHZ-IRXQG FUHDWRUSRZHU¶ 0RVW QRWDEO\ WKH QRWLRQ RI
humans as fallible and non-supernatural creators. In contrast, if we were to hold a belief 
similar to that of Shinto we would perhaps find this exact dilemma as less pressing, because 
all creations possess mana; however in the west, as has been demonstrated in this thesis, we 
DUHVWURQJO\LQIOXHQFHGE\&KULVWLDQYLHZVDQGYDOXHVHVSHFLDOO\ZKHQLWFRPHVWRµUHOLJLRQ¶
Therefore, if we become the non-divine creators of machines that can think and act for 
WKHPVHOYHV WKLV PD\ KDYH LPSOLFDWLRQV IRU KRZ ZH WKLQN RI RXU FUHDWRU >µ*RG¶@ DQG RXU
FUHDWLRQV>URERWV@ WKLQNRI WKHLUV >XV@7KLVSXWVRQH LQPLQGRI ,VDDF$VLPRY¶VVKRUWVWRU\




Though the example provided above is from a SF short story, and much of what has been 
presented in this section seems to be dealing with possible future scenarios presented in SF 
film and dreamed up by members of an intellectual/cultural movement, a number of these 
abstract and somewhat fantastical ideas have begun to take shape. Perhaps the most 
emblematic of these is the creation of androids with human appearances. We can see this in 
the work of Robotics guru Hiroshi Ishiguro who, with the help of his team has created human-
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looking androids known as the Geminoid HI-1 and HI-³DQ accurate  copy  of 
 Dr.  Ishiguro  KLPVHOI´
(http://sitgesfilmfestival.com/eng/noticies/?id=1003063 accessed at 12:55 on May 1st 2012 
and re-accessed on October 21st 2013). Though this is in the early stages of development this 
is merely a glimpse at the possible future (and at one time unimagined future) as prophesised 
by transhumanism and SF. Dr Ishiguro is also of the belief that androids will, in the not too 
distant future, be integrated into society. However he believes that this will be a steady process. 
One that he describes as gradually fusing androids into society so that they will not be a shock 
to humans when they are fully integrated. Ishiguro has this to say about this plausible future:  
The end of the information age will coincide with the beginning of the robot age. However, we 
will not soon see a world in which humans and androids walk the streets together, like in movies 
or cartoons; instead, information technology and robotics will gradually fuse so that people will 
likely only notice when robot technology is already in use iQYDULRXVORFDWLRQV«2XUUROHZLOOEH
to lead this integration of information and robotics technologies by constantly proposing new 
VFLHQWLILFDQGWHFKQRORJLFDOFRQFHSWV«+HUHDIWHUKXPDQVRFLHWLHVZLOOFRQWLQXHWRFKDQJHGXH
to "informationization" and robotization; in this ever-changing setting, artistic activities and 
philosophical speculation will allow us to comprehend the essential natures of humans and 
society, so that we can produce truly novel science and technological innovations in a research 
space which lies beyond current notions of "fields" and boundaries of existing knowledge. 
(http://www.geminoid.jp/en/mission.html accessed at 13:02 on the 1st of May 2012 and re-
accessed on October 21st 2013).  
 
This very much echoes transhumanist hopes and SF fears for the future. For example Ishiguro 
PHQWLRQV WKH VWDUW RI WKH ³URERW DJH´ DQG WKH ³URERWL]DWLRQ´ RI ³KXPDQ VRFLHWLHV´ 7KHVH
concepts, as previously illustrated, closely mirror transhumanist dreams for the future.  What 
this in effect demonstrates is that we are moving ever closer to a robotics age that has only 
been realised in popular culture. This suggests that film is the virtual realisation of things that 
are not yet achievable but are conceivable; which in essence gives it more credence as a 
legitimate sounding board for our imaginations and a medium for conveying messages. As 
commented on above by Ishiguro, his own work was inspired by films like AI, and ideas that 
were once imaginary tales only found in SF film and literature, are slowly becoming reality. 
Though we do not yet have the technology to create full cyborgs like Kusanagi, or the AI 
capacity to create robots or androids for that matter who can act and ponder questions of life, 
soul and existence, we are currently living in an age wherHKXPDQORRNLQJµPDFKLQHV¶DUHEHLQJ
created; autonomous cars are becoming a reality;  and the UN is set to tackle ethical issues 
UHODWHG WR WKH QHZO\ FRLQHG DXWRQRPRXV µNLOOHU URERW¶
(http://www.hrw.org/news/2013/10/21/un-hold-international-talks-killer-robots accessed 
on October 23rd 2:LWKDOORIWKLVHYLGHQFHµVWDULQJXVLQWKHIDFH¶LWVHHPVDVWKRXJKLWLV
only a matter of time that transhumanist and SF predictions of a futuristic world of 
technologies and AI, far beyond our past assumptions, will take shape.   
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In many ways IshLJXUR¶V*HPLQRLGVHPSKDVL]HWKHSRLQWDERYH14 and that is with the creation 
RIWKHVHµJROHPV¶LWZLOOQRORQJHURQO\EHDJRG-KHDGWKDWSRVVHVVHVWKHµFUHDWRU¶VVSDUN¶VRWR
speak, but man. In many ways this is allegorically represented in the Geminiod HI-2 example 
above, which looks almost indistinguishable from its own creator. How this relates to our 
questions at hand and our understanding of the science/religion relationship is that films like 
Ghost in the Shell raise questions about the potential of this type of technology and the possible 
implications it will have on our identity as human beings. In the instance that technology has 
reached a point that enables scientists to create machines that are indistinguishable from 
humans, something that has been demonstrated as being closer to science fact rather than 
science fiction, what will happen to our limited definitions of religion when we are endowed 
with the divine spark of a creator deity? Will it be at this time when transhumanist teachings 
and SF are WUXO\DFFHSWHGDVFRUURERUDWLYHDQGVHHQDVYHU\UHDOµUHOLJLRXV¶EHOLHIV" 
6LPLODU TXHVWLRQV DUH UDLVHG LQ 0F*UDWK¶V ³5RERWV 5LJKWV DQG 5HOLJLRQV´ ZKHUH KH
K\SRWKHVL]HVDERXWDIXWXUHZKHUHµPDFKLQH¶PD\JDLQVRXOVDQGTXHVWLRQWKHLUFUHDWLRQDQG




a human) may find Buddhism helpful. As one can see by responses such as these, these theories 
are not ground-breaking, however McGrath does make some entertaining guesses about a 
plausible future where AI and humans live together in harmony. That said, it must be noted 
WKDWWKHHQWLUHDUWLFOHLVEDVHGRQRQHPDQ¶VRSLQLRQDERXWDIXWXUHWKDWPD\RUPD\QRWFRPH
to pass. (Ibid 118-153).  
That said, the concept of the human creator is a theme that recurs in many SF works. One such 
example is in the series Battlestar Galactica (2004) where the Cylons view humans as their 
selfish and fallible creators. If we are so intent on staying with our rather reductionist and 
often limited understanding of religion, when presented with the possibilities of becoming 
gods ourselves, this may have many grave consequences, especially if we are unable to 
recognise any difference between ourselves and the supernatural deities that we believe 
FUHDWHGXV+RZHYHUWKLVLVRQO\RQHVXEVWDQWLYHGHILQLWLRQRIµUHOLJLRQ¶RXWRIPDQ\EXWDVZH
                                                        
14 See page 157-DERYHIRUSRVVLEOHTXHVWLRQVUHODWHGWRWKHEHOLHILQDµFUHDWRU¶WKDWFRXOGEHUDLVHGLIZH
manage to create androids that are capable of reason. Also see link from June 2014 for more recent innovations in 




have clearly supported, it is one that is firmly rooted in how we in the West distinguish a 
µUHOLJLRQ¶IURPDµQRQ-UHOLJLRQ¶ 
It must be noted, these scenarios have not yet been realised and this is only one of the many 
possible futures that could come to pass. What is being dealt with here, and as illustrated 
FOHDUO\ E\ 0F*UDWK¶V  ZRUN DUH K\SRWKHWLFDOV QRW WR PHQWLRQ KLghly interpretive 
categories, meaning that there are many probabilities for the future, some more or less feasible 
than others. Furthermore, the impact that such technology will have on the human psyche is 
impossible to determine until these prophesies come to pass, if they come to pass. That is not 
to say that research is not being carried out in this area. For instance, Donna Haraway has 
contributed to the study of human machine interaction and the hypotheticals that may arise 
from such interaction (1991).  There is also a great deal of research being done in many fields, 
not only on the creation of AI, but the philosophy of AI. One such researcher is Matt Carter 
who insists that the AI technology that is present in many SF films and books is not an 
impossibility, he is however quick to suggest that it also comes with some setbacks. He tells us 
this about AI in his Minds and Computers; An introduction to the Philosophy of Artificial 
intelligence:   
:HKDYHQ¶WVHHQDQ\WKLQJKHUHZKLFKOHDGVXVWREHOLHYHWKDt strong artificial intelligence is 
impossible«3ULPD IDFLH ZLWK D FRQFHVVLRQ WR WKH SRWHQWLDO GHWHUPLQDWLRQ RI IXUWKHU
philosophical investigation, it seems that it may well be possible to design a computer which 
has a mind in the sense that we have minds«FRQVHTXHQWO\ LI ZH ZDQW WR GHYHORS DQ
artificial intelligence it must, in the first instance, be connected to the external world. 
Furthermore, our embryonic artificial intelligence must then be able to gather a weight of 
experience, through which it will be conferred with mental representations (Carter 2007, 
206)  
Interestingly enough, when it comes to technology and transcendence what SF films, and 
transhumanism seem to illustrate is that our technological creations have a better chance of 
transcending the spiritual and reaching enlightenment than their human creators. The reason 
for this is their connection to the world of computers and technology (at least this seems to be 
one trajectory that we can take).  In many ways this is a reflection of the transhumanist dream 
for humankind.  Ghost in the Shell:SSS describes this world, which is in essence the internet, 
DVDµUKL]RPH¶(DFKEUDQFKRIGDWDDQGLQIRUPDWLRQJLYHVULVHWRWKHQH[W7KLVµUKL]RPH¶LQ
many ways reflects the transhumanist Mind Fire, human transcendence from the physical into 
an enlightened world that can only be realised through technological means.  In the case of 
.XVDQDJLVKHZDQWVWRHVFDSHWKHµIOHVK¶ZKLFKLQKHUFDVHLVHQWLUHO\V\QWKHWLFDQGWUDQVFHQG
into a nonphysical world where she can roam free. This is backed up by Napier who claims 
WKDW³«.XVQDQDJLZDQWVWRHVFDSHWKHSK\VLFDOEHLWWHFKQRORJLFDORURUJDQLFWRIXVHLQWRD
QRQPDWHULDOZRUOGZKHUHKHUJKRVWFDQURDPIUHH«´1DSLHU+RZHYHUEHFDXVHRI
her connection to her synthetic self she is more able to transcend the world of the physical for 
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that of the spiritual, then her biological comrades. This reaches full crescendo at the end of the 
ILOPDIWHUKHUEDWWOHZLWKWKHµ3XSSHW0DVWHU¶ZKHQDOOWKDWLVOHIWRI Kusanagi is her broken 
F\EHUQHWLFERG\6KHLVLQIDFWHQFRXUDJHGE\WKHVXSHU$,GXEEHGWKHµSXSSHWPDVWHU¶WROHDYH
KHUEURNHQERG\EHKLQGDQGMRLQµKLP¶LQWKHYDVWUHDOPRINQRZOHGJHDQGHQOLJKWHQPHQW 
As has been demonstrated, numerous times in this thesis, this idea is a reflection of the 
transhumanist Mind Fire. However, with that said, Napier assures us that this is not a new 
notion in the world of science fiction. She writes that:  
It is important to remember, moreover, that the notion of a bodiless supermind is one that has 
EHHQDVWDSOHRI:HVWHUQVFLHQFHILFWLRQDVZHOOVFLHQFHDWOHDVWWKHVZKHQ$UWKXU&&ODUN¶V
classic novel &KLOGKRRG¶V (QG envisaged future children linking together in a transcendent 
greater entity (Napier 2005, 114).   
+RZHYHUVKHGRHVDOVRVWDWHWKDWLWDOVRKDVYHU\µUHOLJLRXV¶FRQQRWDWLRQVDVZHOOQRWVRPXFK
of the Christian afterlife, but the Buddhist concept of nirvana ZKHUH1DSLHUWHOOXVWKDW³«WKH
VHOILVVDLGWREHFRPHOLNHDVLQJOHGURSLQDYDVWRFHDQ´,ELG+HUHZHVHHDGLUHFWSDUDOOHO
EHWZHHQ³UHOLJLRQ´DQGWHFKQRORJ\URXJKO\VSHDNLQJLQGhost in the Shell the internet which 
is in essence the world of knowledge and enlightenment takes on the role of heaven and 
nirvana.  It is in essence a realm of transcendence,  where knowledge is vast and infinite and 
only mind exists, this is reflected in the final line of the film where Kusanagi stares up at the 
sky whiFK 1DSLHU VXJJHVWV LV ³«LPSOLFLWO\«WKH QHW´ DQG VWDWHV WKDW ³WKH QHW LV ZLGH DQG
LQILQLWH´ 
So what does this tell us about the science/religion dynamic? Firstly, it demonstrates that if 
we continue down the path of viewing these two phenomena in such simplistic terms then it 
PD\SRWHQWLDOO\FDXVHXVVRPHVHULRXVLGHQWLW\LVVXHVDQGDSRVVLEOHµJRG-FRPSOH[¶7KLVLV
SHUKDSV VXPPHG XS TXLWH VXFFLQFWO\ WKURXJK 0DF:LOOLDPV¶ LQWHUSUHWDWLRQ RI 9LFWRU
Frankenstein where she comments on the fact that he is not D ³PRGHUQ ,FDUXV«EXW >D@
3URPHWKHXVKLPVHOIDJRG«SXQLVKHGIRUSXWWLQJGLYLQHILUHLQWRKXPDQKDQGV´0DF:LOOLDPV
  7RJLYHWKLVPHWDSKRUDPRUHOLWHUDOWUDQVODWLRQZHWXUQRQFHDJDLQWR/\GHQ¶V
concept of scientific hubris (Lyden 2003, 205). It is this hubris that inevitably leads to some 
scientists (especially in SF) to think of themselves as gods, much like Frankenstein, and mould 
WKHZRUOGLQµWKHLULPDJH¶WKURXJKWHFKQRORJLFDOPHDQV+RZHYHUPRUHLPSRUWDQWO\ZKDWKDV
also been illustrated is that science/religion are much better understood as complex cultural 
phenomena. This is evidenced by the fact that so many of the issues relating to science/religion 
phenomena are conveyed so well through a cultural medium like film. Furthermore, as we are 
GHDOLQJZLWKFRPSOH[FXOWXUDOSKHQRPHQDLWGHPRQVWUDWHVWKDWWUDQVKXPDQLVPDVDµFXOWXUDO
PRYHPHQW¶ WKDW LQFRUSRUDWHV µUHOLJLRXV¶ DV ZHOO DV µVFLHQWLILF¶ HOHPHQWV LV D XVHIXO WRRO IRU
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bridging the gap between Eastern and Western beliefs. Evidenced above is that some 
transhumanist beliefs, especially those related to humans as quasi-divine creators and 
transcendence through the technological, seem to exist in both the East and the West. This 
suggests that transhumanism has the potential to bring quite distinctive and discrete cultures 
together under a number of shared beliefs. Even though this feat is very difficult to achieve if 
RQHUHOLHVSXUHO\RQ:HVWHUQGHILQLWLRQVRIµUHOLJLRQ¶LIRQHZHUHWRYLHZµUHOLJLRQ¶DVDFXOWXUDO
phenomenon, transhumanism becomes more viable as a possible contender for the next 
evolutionary step in the science/religion relationship. This may prove to be especially relevant 
in an uncertain future where humans exist in a technological and scientific world that is ever 
changing and advancing, a world that many may see as being dominated by a human creator, 
rather than a divine one.    





This thesis began with a quote from Brooke stating that there is no relationship between 
science and religion, and that much of what is believed about this relationship was created 
through manufactured ideas that were brought about by the misinterpretation of the history 
of both science and religion. Certain distorted beliefs grew out of these wrongfully and 
somewhat anachronistic interpretations and are still present in the 21st century. This thesis set 
out to explore the nature of this relationship from its beginnings to the present day, and 
proposed to anatomize the extent of the damage that was caused by centuries of 
misinterpretation. Furthermore, a plan was executed to determine whether there is any 
H[LVWLQJUHVLGXDO³IDOORXW´VRWRVSHDNIURPWKLV7RGRWKLVMXVWLFHKRZHYHULWZDVLPSRUWDQW
to look at a number of different aspects of this relationship. These ranged from: analysing the 
definitions of science and religion, to critically examining popular scholarship in fields related 
to this topic, and to provide examples of how this relationship has evolved within the 21st 
century, paying particular attention to SF film and producing a case-study for transhumanism. 
This was done in three distinctive chapters that focussed on one particular overarching theme 
and subtopics related to those themes.  
To specify, demonstrated in Chapter One was the definition of religion. The reason for this 
decision was that one of the major causes of the misinterpretations of science/religion is due 
in part to the plethora of varying definitions of religion. Whether one is dealing with 
substantive, functionalist, or experiential definitions, these are often limited and reductionist 
in their outlook, and have the tendency to classify religion into sui generis categories. For 
instance, when one thinks of religion in the 21st century the first thing to come to mind is the 
idea of the belief in a god-head, as was presented in this chapter. This is an example of a 
VXEVWDQWLYHGHILQLWLRQWKDWKDVUHPDLQHGRQHRIWKHPRVWSRSXODUGHILQLQJIHDWXUHVRIµUHOLJLRQ¶
This is a common theme that has arisen many times throughout this thesis especially in 
ChDSWHU7ZRZKHUHVFKRODUV¶DVVHVVPHQWVRIVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQDUHXQGHUVFUXWLQ\7KRXJK
the evaluation presented in Chapter One is drawing on familiar territory, as many scholars--
like King and others--have raised a number of issues related to problems with definition, where 
the distinctiveness lies here is in calculating, observing, and analysing the effects that these 
general definitions have had on the 21st century comprehension of the science/religion 
phenomena and their popular appeal.  
Another noticeable concern that was assessed in relation to the problems with definition are 
that many of the ways in which religion is understood in the 21st century are based quite 
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VWURQJO\ RQ IXQFWLRQDOLVW GHILQLWLRQV RI µUHOLJLRQ¶ WR WKH H[WHQW WKDW VRPH LQGLYLGXDls like 
Dawkins deny that any relationship exists between religion and science. This is primarily due 
to the axiom that science deals in facts not in fiction and is therefore the more legitimate of the 
two phenomena. On closer inspection what was uncovered was that a great deal of these 
µUHODWLQJ¶DSSURDFKHVDUHEXLOWRQRWKHUUDWKHULQWHUSUHWLYHIXQFWLRQDOLVWGHILQLWLRQVRIUHOLJLRQ
like morals, values, and community, many of which (as we have seen) have been used as 
criteria to set against science. In many respects, what has been discovered is that without these 
rather false and forced definitions of religion the whole idea of relating science and religion 
becomes a moot point, especially as they are based on many false assumptions.  
A number of these false assumptions were also brought to light in order to clearly demonstrate 
the negative effects that such misinterpretation of religion have had on the modern percipience 
of science/religion. Voss and Heninger are two such examples of scholars who have been 
effected by such falsehoods, as well as anachronistic readings into the past.  That is to say that 
their motives for the justification of a once harmonious relationship between science and 
religion are based on false assumptions that such a relationship existed in the past. They are 
also of the belief, which seems to be a negative product of the Draper-White thesis, that the 
rationalistic attitude of the Enlightenment was the cause of the breakdown of this once 
symphonic relationship. These examples and others were chosen to emphasise the level of 
damage caused by a flawed understanding of science and religion, and to highlight the many 
anachronistic interpretations that go into this area of academia. As was illustrated in this 
thesis, these elucidations were caused by the fact that religion is poorly defined and understood 
and the history of science and religion, more so. As was further demonstrated, these problems 
arise because scholars in this field are so wrapped up in finding a way of relating science and 
religion, at the expense of decent scholarship, by basing their theories on very loose romantic 
assumptions, rather than facts. Another example demonstrative of these assumptions is 
%DUERXU¶VReligion and Science, where he quickly draws parallels between science and religion 
by focusing on a past that only exists within an anachronistic framework. 
An additional purpose of this Chapter was to assess issues related to the effects that the 
Western construction of religion has on definitions. Though scholars like Asad and Dubuisson 
(to name a few) have dealt with these issues prior to this thesis, relating these approaches 
specifically to science/religion and the nature of these phenomena was a new and innovative 
approach. To elaborate, much of the popular scholarship related to science/religion in the past 
tended to either lump the two together in one general category or separate them into discrete 
ones, and all relied on very traditional definitions of religion. Furthermore, although there is 
a great emphasis in scholarship relating to the phenomenon of religion, as was demonstrated 
in this thesis, these methods have not yet been applied to science and religion. Perhaps one of 
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the reasons for this is that the scholarship mentioned above is relatively new in religious 
studies and it has only been in the last 20 years or so that scholarship (in regards to religion) 
of a more social scientific nature has been gaining momentum; whereas in the past, religion 
was a topic studied primarily by theologians and in a humanities setting. The capacious 
theological influence on religion is evidenced by the fact that the popular methods used to 
analyse religion are quite Christian in nature, and this is especially apparent in the heavy 
emphasis on Christian beliefs in the definitions of religion provided. To note further, these 
definitions most often have a rather Western bias attached to them. For example, as has been 
illustrated, one of the major themes associated with religion is the idea of a belief in a higher 
power, one that shares many similar characteristics with the Abrahamic God. As was further 
demonstrated, it is also this relation to a higher power, or the lack thereof, that often elicits a 
QHJDWLYH UHVSRQVH LQ WKH µH\HVRI VFLHQFH¶ WR WKHVLJQLILFDQFHRI UHOLJLRQ LQ the modern age. 
Equally, it is the lack of God in science that disillusions many Creationists, and elicits their 
often negative responses to science. It is also the rather Western understanding of a 
PRQRWKHLVWLFµKLJKHU-SRZHU¶WKDWWDNHVSUHFHGHQFHRYHURWKHUµIRUHLJQ¶EHOLHIV$VZDVUHYHDOHG
in this thesis, this is not surprising, because much of these Western beliefs are tied up in the 
history of the spread of Christianity.  
Built from the historical and definition-laden features of Chapter One, the analysis in Chapter 
Two illustrated what the many misinterpretations related to the definition of religion and 
Western dominated beliefs led to, in terms of how these two phenomena are depicted in the 
21st century. Further illustrated in this chapter was the importance in understanding the many 
changing definitions of science, from natural philosophy to its current modern day 
understanding. One of the primary goals of this chapter was to exhibit the fact that when 
scholars lump science and religion together as KDUPRQLRXVWDNLQJ%DUERXU¶VW\SRORJ\DVDQ
example, they have a tendency to think of science as a stagnant concept that has remained so 
throughout history, contributing more to the misinterpretation of this phenomenon rather 
than to the improvement of understanding. What was achieved by this chapter was to illustrate 
the complexities of this relationship and to emphasise the fact that these two phenomena had 
a rather parallel evolution.  
Additionally, this Chapter paid particular attention to how these beliefs, regardless as to how 
erroneous they are, managed to dominate and infect what can and has been regarded as highly 
prestigious and innovative pieces of scholarship. What was highlighted was the fact that these 
beliefs are so ingrained in the Western psyche that many individuals cannot see past them; so 
much so that the scholarship that was considered suffered from many such oversights. For 
LQVWDQFH ,DQ %DUERXU¶V ZRUN RQ VFLHQFHUHOLJLRQ W\SRORJLHV ZDV EXLOW RQ SULPDULO\
functionalist perspectives of religion. To explain, he very often commented on the fact that 
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religion was a way of life, and that it was based around the worship of a higher divine power. 
As a result his classifications are built on particular traditional foundations, and although they 
seem to be relatively innovative at present and more so at the time, they are only as innovative 
as his limited definitions of religion allowed for. Another important aspect that was brought 
WRWKHIRUHJURXQGLQUHVSRQVHWR%DUERXU¶VZRUNLVWKDWRQFHDJDLn these phenomena are placed 
into neat and tidy categories which, as has been pointed out in this thesis, are examples that 
there is a limited and erroneous understanding of these phenomena. By placing them into 
categories they are being reduced to relatively simplistic concepts.   
This problem was further addressed through the assessment of many other scholarly works in 
the field of science and religion. Such an example was the work or Stenmark. Though his 
opuscule seems somewhat innovative as was pointed out in Chapter two, he is more concerned 
ZLWKFUHDWLQJFDWHJRULHVRIRWKHUV¶RSLQLRQVRIVFLHQFHDQGUHOLJLRQUDWKHUWKDQIRFXVLQJRQWKH
real issues surrounding this relationship. As has been demonstrated, this is not surprising 
especially as many of these categorical approaches, especially those that were written after 
1998, are based on a specific recipe that was fashioned by Barbour which related science and 
religion through integration and dialogue. $VZDVLOOXVWUDWHGRQHRIWKHFDXVHVIRU%DUERXU¶V
cRQFHSWVWRµJRYLUDO¶VRWRVSHDNZDVEHFDXVHLWZDVDJURXQGEUHDNLQJDFKLHYHPHQWZKHQ
first introduced, and no one thought to question the academic legitimacy of his claim. This was 
predominately the case because religious studies was dominated by theological methodologies. 
This in many ways is not a surprising response because, to an untrained eye, Barbour seemed 
to be presenting a remarkable contribution to scholarship by presenting a methodology that 
made science and religion compatible in an age that seemed to be adverse to this partnership. 
Once the veil is lifted, however, as this thesis has demonstrated, the real picture begins to 
HPHUJH WKDW LV WKDW%DUERXU¶V WKHVLVDOWKRXJKTXLWH LQYHQWLYHZDVEXLOWXSRQUDWKHUZHDN
foundations and was based on an ideal rather than hard core facts.   
Another criticism that was levelled at the current scholarship in the field of science and 
religion, induced by the problems of Western dominated definitions of religion, is the 
extremely Western and Christian biases that seem to prevail. Evaluated quite closely were the 
works of a number of other prestigious scholars who had a tendency to not only understand 
religion in terms of naïve and relatively simplistic definitions, but who were also quite 
oblivious to their own personal misconceptions. Brought to bear were the works of John 
Polkinghorne which are filled with certain biases, even though it is apparent that he had the 
best intentions. An example that comes to mind is his take on religious beliefs and inclusivity. 
Inclusivity in many ways is relatively fair as it embraces all, however through his inclusivity 
Polkinghorne assumes that all religions are generally the same, and based primarily on a God, 
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worship, and a communal space. The truth of the matter is that this postulation is based on a 
very western and also highly imperialistic mentality. 
What was defined in this thesis was the fact that many of the scholars who hold such beliefs 
are unaware of their biases. Suggested was that one possible reason for this may be because 
the scholarship in this field is governed by primarily white western Christian men, individuals 
who are unaware of the fact that it was the west that modelled other religions on a highly 
Christianised and Euro-centric ideology. This was evidenced through the work of 
Polkinghorne who expressed the belief that because all religions share the worship of a higher 
power (which in itself is inaccurate) they are all legitimate religions, and that they merely 
believe in the same god but call him/her by different names. This and other examples were 
analysed to reinforce the fact that Christian biases, brought about through centuries of 
Christian dominated studies of religion,  has caused a dismissal of other religious beliefs and 
practices and as a result have stripped away their cultural uniqueness. This was followed up 
by further investigations of the works of non-Christian scholars, and what was revealed was 
that much of what they speak of is clever rhetorical machinations rather than proof of science 
in their preferred religion. There was also mention of the fact that the phenomena of 
science/religion is not as widely studied in other areas of the world as they are in the West.  
With that said, not all of the approaches that were evaluated in this thesis were of such a critical 
nature. For instance, a number of more favourable and suitable approaches for dealing with 
these phenomena were appraised. An example of this is in a work by Wertheim who takes a 
very historiographical approach to science and religion. This in many ways demonstrates the 
approach that many of these scholars need to be considering when they are relating science 
and religion, especially if they are to approach this question as objectively as possible. It must 
be noted that another SRVLWLYHDVSHFWRI:HUWKHLP¶VZRUNZDVWKDWVKHZDVFOHDUWKDWZKDWVKH
ZDVGHDOLQJZLWKZDVQRWVFLHQFHDQGµUHOLJLRQ¶EXWVFLHQFHDQG&KULVWLDQLW\,WZDVSRLQWHG
out in Chapter Two of this thesis that one of the main problems in the science/religion debate 
is that the researchers are not as honest with their topics as they should be. What this further 
illustrates was that their research would be less problematic, in certain respects, if they were 
more upfront about what they were trying to achieve; not the integration between science and 
religion, but science and Christianity.    
 
Chapters One and Two focussed a great deal on how these misinterpretations came about and 
how prominent they are in scholarship, whereas Chapter Three investigated how these 
pKHQRPHQDDUHXQGHUVWRRGDQGKDYHHYROYHGLQWRGD\¶VVRFLHW\WKURXJKH[DPSOHVRISRSXODU
media.  This was undertaken through a cultural study of the intellectual movement known as 
transhumanism, and also through film. Transhumanism was chosen for this study because it 
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has some very interesting beliefs related to scientific advancement, primarily the belief that 
humans will advance and reach an enlightened sense of being, not through a divine perfector, 
but through human ingenuity. As was demonstrated in this thesis, this is interesting in the 
sense that it is believed to be a rather Enlightenment principle, one that pitches science as 
superior to religion.  
What made this even more fascinating as a case study were the many disputes surrounding 
this movement, especially in regards to its connection to religion and science. For instance, 
what this chapter set out to evaluate were the many differing opinions held and expressed by 
scholars and transhumanists alike, in terms of the nature of this movement. Regardless as to 
whether or not the sentiments voiced where pro or anti transhumanism as a religion, they 
proved equally fundamental to this assessment. The reason for this was because these opinions 
highlighted a number of important concepts related to the nature and evolution of these two 
phenomena: (1) they illustrated the fact that in some popular circles science and religion are 
still at odds with one another. This was evidenced, in this thesis, by the fact that many 
transhumanists did not see a religious connection to their movement and considered 
themselves atheistic. (2) Furthermore, these views demonstrated the extent of the damage 
caused by the Draper-White thesis, chiefly the misconception that religion hindered 
progressive thought and as an extension, science. The significance of these reactions, as 
illustrated were due to the fact that many transhumanists still held onto the view that religion 
was/is the antithesis of science. Their reasoning behind this being that they championed an 
Enlightenment mind set. (3) The fact that scholars can regard transhumanism as a religion 
also tells us a great deal about where the current focus lies in religious studies. Though it was 
suggested that scholars are taking a more open minded approach in their classification of 
religion by opening a dialogue that suggests that a cultural movement has the potential to be 
a religion, they are still very much focused on traditional functionalist and substantive 
definitions. This clearly defines the fact that religion is still classified and understood in an 
erroneous and simplistic way. (4) Lastly and to support the previous point, transhumanism 
was referred to in this thesis as a microcosmic representation of the perceived nature 0f 
science/religion, because it clearly shows that the many wrongful interpretations of this 
relationship are still prominent in the 21st century.  
What was also achieved in this chapter was to demonstrate the dynamic qualities of the 
science/religion phenomena. To elaborate, throughout Chapter One and Two there were many 
references made to the aggressive history of science and religion. What was illustrated by their 
rather intricate histories, was the fact that both of these concepts are fluid ones. Additionally, 
there were a number of ascriptions made to &DQWZHOO6PLWK¶VREVHUYDWLRQWKDWUHOLJLRQ




applied to transhumanism. This is a very significant find for a few reasons. The first is because 
this is a cultural /intellectual movement that has been identified as a religion by a number of 
scholars, and it was proven as such through its fulfilment of certain definitional criteria, 
therefore illustrating the mutability of these concepts. Secondly and conjointly these 
observations reveal the positive potential of accepting science and religion as cultural 
phenomena rather than sui generis concepts. Further evidenced through the case of 
transhumanism was that if religion is identified more with culture beliefs than it is with archaic 
definitions, it will open more avenues to less traditional Western beliefs and more creative, 
transcultural, and inclusive ones. Used in this chapter to attest this point was SF film. The 
reason for choosing it as an example was to demonstrate a commonality that exists between 
transhumanism and SF. GiTS was specifically selected because of its Japanese origin and the 
fact that it fits into a multicultural genre, cyberpunk; and as an extension embodied many 
transhumanist ideas. The fact that this film was released in Japan, US and UK and had a rather 
popular following, signifies that these ideas, if not devoutly embraced, are at least shared and 
understood by a multi-cultural audience. What this chapter set out to ascertain was whether 
or not transhumanism would make a viable option for a belief system that encompassed both 
science and religion, and is not dominated by Western bias. What was discovered was that 
WUDQVKXPDQLVPSURYLGHVDEHOLHIV\VWHPWKDWKDVµWUDGLWLRQDO¶UHOLJLRXVHOHPHQWVWRLWEXWGXH
to its scientific leanings and its diversity, does not discriminate culturally.   
  
Future Research Directions   
There is a great deal more that can be done on popular media and their effect on traditional 
religious movements as well as new religious movements. Though there have been many books 
ZULWWHQRQµVHFXODUUHOLJLRQ¶ZLWKDKXJHIRFXVRQILOPPRUHVKRXOGEHGone on the effects of 
other cultural media like video-games, and manga DQG KRZ WKH\ JLYH ULVH WR µUHOLJLRXV¶
LQVWLWXWLRQVOLNHFRVSOD\DQGµJHHNJDPLQJ¶FXOWXUH7KRXJKPDQ\RIWKHVHFXOWXUDOUHSRVLWRULHV
have made their way into the West it would be interesting to study the extent of these 
influences in the West as well as the East, more closely, primarily appraising whether or not 
WKH\DUHOHDGLQJWRµQHZUHOLJLRXVPRYHPHQWV¶HVSHFLDOO\FURVV-cultural ones. Questions that 
would be important to ask in this regard would be whether or not multi-cultural beliefs, and 
their amalgamation in video-games, are having some effect on the alterations of traditional 
belief structures. Another would be, whether or not these subcultural movements have the 
impetus to create new inclusive religious institutions. It would also be beneficial to ask whether 
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or not certain mythical themes have more of an Eastern or Western appeal, and if said games 
have an effect on the West, to evaluate the reasons behind this. Furthermore, interesting to 
examine would be the differences, if any, that exists between Westerners and Easterners who 
fall within certain subcultures; and if such differences are determined, to analyse why this is 
the case. If these differences, or lack thereof, can be successfully demonstrated a study such as 
this may have the potential to make more traditional belief systems appealing to a modern, 
multi-cultural audience, especially if it uncovers the factors behind the popularity of certain 
subcultural beliefs. In order to effectively study these phenomena, however, it is imperative 
that one adopt a more social/cultural scientific approach, rather than go down the traditional 
theological route. The reason for this is that secondary data is not sufficient enough in dealing 
with these phenomena. That is not to say that it is irrelevant, but a study such as this must be 
accurate and informative and project specific empirical results; and in order to do this 
effectively secondary data must be combined with field work.  
7KRXJK:DJQHUKDVGRQHDQH[WHQVLYHSLHFHRQµUHOLJLRQ¶DQGYLGHR-games, this text focuses 
too strongly on the so-FDOOHGµ*RGIDFWRU¶DQGVWLOOVWLFNVWRWKHYHU\ZHVWHUQZD\RIYLHZLQJ
µUHOLJLRQ¶ QRW WR PHQWLRQ WKDW VKH DGKHUHV WR D VHW RI UDWKHU SUREOHPatic (traditional) 
GHILQLWLRQVRIµUHOLJLRQ¶,WLVLPSRUWDQWWRPRYHDZD\IURPWKLVYHU\ZHVWHUQPLQG-set and any 
future research in this field must do the same. Furthermore, one must be aware that this 
µ&KULVWRFHQWULF¶mind-set is still relatively prominHQWDQGWKDWLWKDVDIIHFWHGWKHZD\µUHOLJLRQ¶
is viewed around the world, and the way in which research is done in term of religious studies; 
and it will continue to do so unless academics make a push to move away from problematic 
methodologies. Even thoXJK:DJQHU¶VDSSURDFK LVD UDWKHUFRQYHQWLRQDOZD\RI ORRNLQJDW
µUHOLJLRQ¶ LW ZRXOGEHQHILW WKH DFDGHPLF FRPPXQLW\ WR ORRN DW WKLV IURPD VOLJKWO\ GLIIHUHQW
angle. One suggestion is by delving more deeply into the games themselves and examining 
how these beliefs are spreading cross culturally. A fruitful ground for such an investigation 
would be the MMORPG (Massively Multiplayer Online Role-Playing Game). One of the core 
reasons for this is that individuals from around the world have access to games that run servers 
in both the East and the West, meaning that an individual from Japan can easily play online 
with an American or a European. Another reason for this is that as technology as well as 
individual time in front of a computer grows, a great deal of social activities will spread and 
are distributing to an online arena, which in many ways changes the traditional dynamic. That 
is to say that as technology advances, and one is moving towards an age of highly progressive 
computing, many traditional social interactions that were once performed in rather insular 
and isolated communities are now taking root in the net. Therefore, individuals have even 
greater access to wider and more global communities and can share beliefs and ideas 
instantaneously over thousands of miles.  Transhumanism is one (out of a number) of the ways 
to understand the potential trajectory that these beliefs may take; primarily because it is a 
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movement set up in anticipation of what can be expected (at least from a certain point of view) 
in the technologically global age ahead.   
That said, we are living in an age when many fruitful and prolific scholarly perspectives are 
being brought to the fore, despite a few protestations, mainly those associated with 
creationism and American conservatism. Scholars are now able to study the relationship 
between science and religion more thoroughly and exactingly than they were in the past. 
Scholars are now moving into areas of future development, in the field, as well as trying to get 
to better grips with how certain technologies may transform traditional ways of viewing 
µUHOLJLRQµVFLHQFH¶DQGWKHVFLHQFHUHOLJLRQUHODWLRQVKLS7KLVLVGXHWRWKHH[WHQVLYHDPRXQWRI
work that has gone into this field by forward thinking scholars over the years, like King, Asad, 
Harrison, Dubuisson, Geraci, Oswalt, and Deacy to name only a few. This is especially 
apparent in regards to how religion is defined, as well as the fact that scholars seem more 
amenable to taking rather unorthodox approaches to existing religious phenomena especially 
in dealing with misinterpretations of religion; it was these works, full of human ingenuity and 
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